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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been prepared by the California State
Lands Commission (CSLC), as lead agency under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.), to analyze and disclose the
environmental effects associated with the Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement Project
(Project). The Project would authorize Chevron Pipe Line Company (CPL or Applicant)
to replace, in kind, part of CPL’s Bay Area Products Line (BAPL) system,! specifically a
segment of the 8-inch Pittsburg-to-Sacramento lateral pipeline that traverses an area
known as Mallard Farms in Suisun Marsh, Solano County (Figure ES-1). The pipeline
segment is covered under General Lease — Right-of-Way Use No. PRC 3277.1, which
the CSLC issued to Chevron on June 19, 1998, and which expires on April 30, 2022.

Recent inspections on the Pittsburg-to-Sacramento lateral pipeline, installed in 1966,
identified anomalies (i.e., minor imperfections of the pipe’s walls) in the pipeline. To
eliminate the anomalies, CPL proposes to replace an approximately 1.2-mile segment
of the pipeline that runs through Mallard Farms with a replacement pipeline segment of
the same size as the existing pipeline; the Project would not increase the capacity or
throughput of the BAPL. Until permits are obtained, CPL is implementing measures,
communicated to and agreed on by the U.S. Department of Transportation Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration and California State Fire Marshal, to lower
the operating pressure and flow rate of the line.

The CSLC concluded that a MND is the appropriate CEQA document for the Project
because, while the Initial Study identifies potentially significant impacts related to
pipeline replacement, after analysis of all the impacts, CSLC staff believes that
mitigation measures (MMs) incorporated into the Project proposal and agreed to by CPL
avoid or mitigate those impacts to a point where no significant impacts would occur.

PROPOSED PROJECT

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, and would temporarily extend into Honker
Bay approximately 7,000 feet from shore. The new pipe would be installed using
horizontal directional drilling (HDD) under Suisun Marsh from two entry points, located
at North and South Work Areas (Figure ES-2). The HDD method would result in fewer
impacts to the environment compared to alternatives such as conducting separate
repairs to the existing pipeline using open trenching in the marsh.

1 The BAPL pipeline system consists of a trunk line that originates at the Richmond Refinery in Richmond
and runs to Bethany Station near Brentwood. Three pipeline legs branch from the trunk line: one line
from Pittsburg north to Sacramento; a second line from Bethany Station south to Banta; and the third
line from Bethany Station to San Jose. The BAPL is used to transport refined products (e.g., gasoline,
diesel, jet fuel) from the Richmond Refinery to the locations described above.

October 2016 ES-1 Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
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Executive Summary

The Project area (Figure ES-2) covers all areas that could be affected directly and
indirectly by the Project, including work areas, access routes, and staging areas for
equipment and the new section of pipe (also known as the pipe string or backstring)
necessary to complete the Project. New pipe would be contained within existing rights-
of-way or easements granted by landowners, including the CSLC, to CPL; some
easements would be modified to increase widths or allow temporary work access for the
Project. Temporary structures related to staging areas, work areas, and the proposed
pipe string staging would be located in and north of Honker Bay and would occur on a
mix of private lands, state lands, and the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area. The Grizzly Island
Wildlife Area is under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) and managed by the Suisun Marsh Preservation Agreement.

The Project area contains both terrestrial and estuarine environments. Terrestrial
environments are found in the North Work Area, access roads, and staging areas. The
North Work Area is in a managed portion of the marsh that would be drained during the
construction period; the South Work Area is in an open water estuarine environment.
The Project area also includes tidally influenced freshwater sloughs, brackish marsh,
and tidal bay wetlands. Marshland and sloughs on-site have been managed with
engineered earthen levees and tide gates, and exhibit muted or direct tidal influence.

North Work Area

The North Work Area, which would be approximately 200 by 300 feet, would be located
within the boundaries of the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area in a seasonally-inundated
managed brackish marsh bordered to the north by a levee that separates it from an
unvegetated engineered slough channel (Steve’s Ditch). Inundation is primarily
controlled by two CDFW-operated tide gates north and south of the work area.
Seasonal hunting occurs within the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area: elk hunting season
begins in late July and continues through late September, and waterfowl hunting season
begins in October and continues through February. During hunting seasons, the CDFW
restricts access to the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area.

A pad would be created in this work area using clean fill material to provide a level and
stable work surface. To construct the pad, filter fabric would be installed on the ground
surface over any existing vegetation and held in place with sand bags. Vegetation
trimming may be necessary before placement of the fabric, but the ground surface
would not be cleared to bare ground or graded. Approximately 31,000 tons of 6- to 8-
inch rock would be placed on the fabric, followed by approximately 12,000 tons of 3/4-
inch base rock on top of the larger rock to create a level work surface (approximately
23,500 cubic yards of temporary fill). The work area fill would be covered by a series of
interlocking, all-weather mats to help provide a stable work surface to accommodate the
drill rig, drill entry (and fluid collection) pit, and construction materials and equipment.

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement ES-2 October 2016
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Figure ES-1. Project Location
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Executive Summary

Rock fill material would be transported by barge from the Dutra Materials quarry in San
Rafael to an offloading area at Montezuma Slough, just downstream from the Suisun
Marsh Salinity Control Structure (Figure ES-2). There it would be offloaded to land using
a derrick barge and clamshell rock bucket. The derrick barge and all rock barges would
be mobilized to the site by a tugboat. The rock would be loaded directly into dump
trucks and would be transported to the work area on existing levee roads. Heavy
equipment would be mobilized to the site using public roads, Grizzly Island Road, and
levee roads within the boundaries of Suisun Marsh.

After construction of the work area pad is completed, drilling equipment would be driven
to the site through the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area in multiple tractor-trailer loads.
Equipment at the North Work Area would include a 48-foot-long, 8.5-foot-wide drill rig
weighing 85,000 pounds with 750,000-pound pushing/pulling capacity. The rig would be
driven by a 630-horsepower diesel power unit. The North Work Area would also contain
drilling fluid (“mud”) mixing, pumping, and recycling equipment, consisting of a mixing
tank, pumps to transfer the drilling fluid though the system, and a 6,000-gallon tank and
system to clean the drilling fluid for reuse. A control unit consisting of a 20-by-8.5-by-
8.5-foot container mounted on a drop deck trailer would provide climate-controlled
housing for the driller and surveyor and house rig controls, monitoring gauges, and
other surface equipment used to monitor and record signals received from the down-
hole directional equipment. A 250-kilowatt generator would supply power. The work
area would also include three 21,000-gallon water storage tanks, portable sanitary
facilities for workers, and covered, latched trash receptacles.

South Work Area

The South Work Area would be located in Honker Bay approximately 350 feet offshore
and in alignment with the existing pipeline. Water depth at the South Work Area ranges
from 5 feet deep (during mean lower low water) to 10.8 feet deep (during mean higher
high water). The substrate in the South Work Area is bay mud.

Before construction begins, a crane would lift the concrete mats protecting the existing
pipeline onto a barge for storage. To support drilling activities and equipment, a new
200-by-50-foot platform would be constructed by driving fifty 14-inch “H” piles,
approximately 50 feet in length, into the floor of Honker Bay with a vibratory pile driving
hammer. About 10 percent of the piles would be “proofed,” using a small number of
strikes from an impact pile driving hammer, to verify that the piles were set and had the
appropriate capacity. The first 50 feet of the work platform would be constructed from
south to north using a 200-ton crane supported on a spud barge (a flat barge with long
posts on each corner that are lowered to hold the barge in place or raised to reposition
the barge). A tug, working at high tide, would maneuver the spud barge and a flat deck
support barge into place. The support barge would carry the piles and other materials.
After the initial portion of the platform is constructed, the crane would be moved from

October 2016 ES-5 Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
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Executive Summary

the spud barge to the platform, and the remainder of the platform would be constructed
using the crane supported on the platform.

Equipment would be located on the work platform and on a barge fleet. During drilling
and pipe installation, equipment would include a 47-foot-long by 8.5-foot-wide drill rig
weighing 68,000 pounds with 160,000 pounds of pushing/pulling force. A 200-by-60-foot
“‘mud barge” would be moored to the work platform during Project construction, and two
additional support barges (a 200-by-60-foot water barge and a 90-by-24-foot cuttings
barge) would deliver water and haul away drill cuttings. The total work area of the
temporary platform and mud barge would be 22,000 square feet (0.5 acre), with a
maximum of about 36,000 square feet (approximately 0.8 acre) when the two additional
support barges are present (the barges would not be present at all times). This work
area would also have a control unit, mixing tank, cleaning unit, tanks, pumps,
generators, and sanitary and trash management facilities.

Horizontal Directional Drilling and Pipeline Installation

The Project would use an “intersecting drill” method consisting of two entry points
located at the North and South Work Areas. Drilling would be completed in three stages.
Stage 1 consists of directionally drilling a pilot hole adjacent to the existing pipeline
alignment (in this case, starting from each end and meeting at an intersect point along
the drill path). Stage 2 includes reaming the smaller, conjoined pilot hole to the
appropriate size for the outer diameter of the new pipe to be installed. In Stage 3, the
new section of pipe (also known as the pipe string or backstring) would be pulled
through the drilled hole, beginning from the South Work Area in Honker Bay and pulling
northerly. The 200-foot pipe sections would be assembled at the Dutra Marine
Construction (Dutra) Yard in Rio Vista and then transported down the Sacramento River
by barge to Honker Bay. After transport, the 200-foot sections would be welded together
on a splicing barge located in Honker Bay.

Demobilization and Site Restoration

After construction activities are completed, all equipment and materials would be
removed from the work areas and construction staging areas. All temporary fill used to
create the North Work Area, including geotextile mats, rock fill, and filter fabric would be
removed. Approximately 350 cubic yards of drill spoils and 6,300 gallons of drilling mud
waste would be hauled by barge back to the Dutra Yard for disposal at an appropriate,
permitted disposal facility. The site would be restored to pre-Project conditions based on
the recommendations or requirements from the resource agencies. At the South Work
Area, after the tie-ins and pipeline testing are completed, all temporary structures
installed to support drilling, including all barges and vessels, would be removed. The
work platform and its piles, and all piles installed to support the new pipe string before
installation, would be removed. No permanent above-ground structures would remain.

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement ES-6 October 2016
Project MND



=

O oo ~NOO O, WN

Executive Summary

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

The environmental factors checked below in Table ES-1 would be potentially affected
by this Project; a checked box indicates that at least one impact would be a “Potentially
Significant Impact” except that the Applicant has agreed to Project revisions, including
implementation of MMs, that reduce the impact to “Less than Significant with Mitigation,”
as detailed in Section 3, Environmental Checklist and Analysis, of this MND. Table ES-2
lists proposed MMs designed to reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts. With
implementation of the proposed MMs, all Project-related impacts would be reduced to
less than significant.

Table ES-1. Environmental Issues and Potentially Significant Impacts
Aesthetics O Agriculture and Forest Resources [ Air Quality
Biological Resources Cultural and Paleontological .

: . O Geology and Soils
(Terrestrial and Marine) Resources
- Gre_en_house Gas Hazards and Hazardous Materials Hydr_ology I
Emissions Quality
Land Use and Planning [0 Mineral Resources O Noise
O Population and Housing [0 Public Services O Recreation
O Transportation/Traffic O Utilities and Service Systems
Mandatory Findings of Significance
O Other Major Areas of Concern: Environmental Justice
Table ES-2. Summary of Proposed Mitigation Measures (MMs)
Aesthetics
MM AES-1:  Night-Lighting Spillage Minimization
Biological Resources
MM BIO-1:  Environmental Awareness Training
MM BIO-2:  Biological Monitoring and Surveying
MM BIO-3:  Wildlife Exclusion Fencing
MM BIO-4:  Migratory Bird Avoidance
MM BIO-5:  North Work Area Vegetation Impact Minimization Plan
MM BIO-6:  Revegetation and Monitoring Plan
MM BIO-7:  Emergent Wetland Vegetation Avoidance
MM BIO-8:  Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization
MM BIO-9:  Pile Driving Soft-Start Technique
MM AES-1:  Night-lighting Spillage Minimization
MM HWQ-1: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
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Table ES-2.  Summary of Proposed Mitigation Measures (MMs)

Cultural and Paleontological Resources
MM CUL-1: Discovery of Previously Unknown Cultural Resources
MM CUL-2:  Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources
MM CUL-3: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
MM HAZ-1:  Oil Spill Response Plan (OSRP)
MM HAZ-2:  Pipeline Cleaning and Containment
MM HAZ-3: Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan
MM HAZ-4:  Asbestos Handling Procedures
Hydrology and Water Resources
MM HWQ-1: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
MM HWQ-2: Hydrostatic Test Water Disposal
MM BIO-8:  Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization
Land Use and Planning

MM BIO-1:  Environmental Awareness Training
MM BIO-2:  Biological Monitoring and Surveying
MM BIO-3:  Wildlife Exclusion Fencing
MM BIO-4:  Migratory Bird Avoidance
MM BIO-5:  North Work Area Vegetation Impact Minimization Plan
MM BIO-6:  Revegetation and Monitoring Plan
MM BIO-7:  Emergent Wetland Vegetation Avoidance
MM BIO-8:  Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization
MM BIO-9:  Pile Driving Soft-Start Technique
Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement ES-8 October 2016
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1.0 PROJECT AND AGENCY INFORMATION

1.1 PROJECT TITLE
Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement Project (Project)

1.2 LEAD AGENCY AND PROJECT SPONSOR

Lead Agency: Contact person:

California State Lands Commission Kelly Keen, Environmental Scientist
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South  Division of Environmental Planning and
Sacramento, CA 95825 Management
kelly.keen@slc.ca.qgov
(916) 574-1938

Applicant: Contact person:

Chevron Pipe Line Company Caroline Burda, Environmental Specialist
9525 Camino Media, Room E2031 caroline.burda@chevron.com
Bakersfield, CA 93311 (713) 432-3712

1.3 PROJECT LOCATION

The Project would authorize Chevron Pipe Line Company (CPL or Applicant) to replace,
in kind, an approximately 1.2-mile segment of the 8-inch Pittsburg-to-Sacramento lateral
pipeline that runs through Mallard Farms in an area within Suisun Marsh, Solano
County (Figure 1-1). The pipeline is covered under General Lease — Right-of-Way Use
No. PRC 3277.1, which the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) issued to CPL
on June 19, 1998, and which expires on April 30, 2022.

The Project would temporarily extend into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from
shore. The Project area (Figure 1-2) covers all areas that could be affected directly and
indirectly by the Project, including the North Work Area, South Work Area, access
routes, and staging areas for equipment and the new section of pipe (also known as the
pipe string or backstring) necessary to complete the Project. New pipe would be
contained within existing rights-of-way or easements granted by landowners, including
the CSLC, to CPL; some easements would be modified to increase widths or allow
temporary work access for the Project. Temporary structures related to staging areas,
work areas, and the proposed pipe string staging would be located in and north of
Honker Bay and would occur on a mix of private lands, state lands, and the Grizzly
Island Wildlife Area. The Grizzly Island Wildlife Area is under the jurisdiction of the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife and managed by the Suisun Marsh
Preservation Agreement.

October 2016 1-1 Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
Project MND
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Project and Agency Information

Suisun Marsh is part of the San Francisco Bay tidal estuary and is the largest
contiguous brackish marsh on the West Coast. Formed by the confluence of the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, marshland and sloughs have been managed with
engineered earthen levees and exhibit muted or direct tidal influence. All wetlands in the
Project area are subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction under Section 404
of the Clean Water Act or Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbor Act.

Land within areas traversed by the Project consist primarily of natural lands managed
for wildlife, hunting (elk in late summer and waterfowl in fall through early spring), and
recreational uses. Sensitive terrestrial species that have the potential to occur in the
area include Ridgway’s (California clapper) rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus), California
black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus), and salt marsh harvest mouse
(Reithrodontomys raviventris). Suitable habitat for sensitive plant species, such as soft
bird’s beak (Chloropyron molle ssp. molle), may also be present. Fish species, such as
Delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus), steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), Chinook
salmon (O. tshawytscha), and green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris) can be found in
Honker Bay.

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

This Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is intended to provide the CSLC, as lead
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21000 et seq.), and other responsible and trustee agencies with the information
required to exercise their discretionary responsibilities with respect to the Project. The
document is organized as follows.

e Section 1 provides agency and applicant information, identifies the Project
location, background, and objectives, summarizes the public review and
comment process, and lists anticipated agency actions.

e Section 2 describes the proposed Project including its layout, equipment, and
facilities and provides an overview of the Project’s operations and schedule.

e Section 3 provides the Initial Study (1S), including the environmental setting,
identification and analysis of potential impacts, and discussion of Project
changes and measures that, if incorporated into the Project, would mitigate or
avoid those impacts, such that no significant effect on the environment would
occur. The IS was conducted by the CSLC pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines
section 15063.2

e Section 4 includes an environmental justice analysis consistent with CSLC
Policy.

2 The State CEQA Guidelines are found in California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 15000 et seq.

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 1-2 October 2016
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Figure 1-1. Project Location
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Figure 1-2. Project Area/Site Plan
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Project and Agency Information

e Section 5 presents the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP).
e Section 6 presents information on report preparation and references.

e Appendices. The appendices include specifications, technical data, and other
information supporting the analysis presented in this MND.

o Appendix A: Abridged List of Major Federal and State Laws, Regulations,
and Policies Potentially Applicable to the Project

o Appendix B: Equipment List; Air Emissions Calculation Methodologies
o Appendix C: Plants and Wildlife Observed During Site Visits

o Appendix D: Draft Contingency Plan for Inadvertent Return of Non-
Hazardous Dirilling Fluid

1.5 PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

CPL owns and operates the Bay Area Products Line (BAPL). The BAPL pipeline system
consists of a trunk line that originates at the Richmond Refinery in Richmond, California,
and runs to Bethany Station near Brentwood. Three pipeline legs branch from the trunk
line: one line begins in Pittsburg and travels north to Sacramento; a second line runs
from Bethany Station south to Banta; and the third line extends from Bethany Station to
San Jose. The BAPL is used to transport refined products (e.g., gasoline, diesel, jet
fuel) from the Richmond Refinery to the locations described above.

CPL performs regular maintenance on the pipeline to provide public safety, protect the
environment through which the pipeline runs, and comply with U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT) Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
regulations and requirements. Recent inspections on the Pittsburg-to-Sacramento
lateral pipeline, installed in 1966, detected anomalies (i.e., minor imperfections of the
pipe’s walls) in the segment that traverses Mallard Farms in Suisun Marsh. Until permits
are obtained, CPL is implementing measures to address these anomalies and protect
the public and the environment, including pressure reductions (“de-rates”) to lower the
operating pressure and flow rate of the line. The de-rates are agreed on with and
communicated to DOT and the California State Fire Marshal.

To eliminate these anomalies and reduce the impacts from future maintenance and
repairs in Suisun Marsh, CPL proposes to replace an approximately 1.2-mile segment
of the 8-inch Pittsburg-to-Sacramento lateral pipeline that runs through Mallard Farms
with a replacement pipeline segment that is the same size as the existing pipe; the
Project would not increase the capacity or throughput of the BAPL. The new pipe would
be installed by using horizontal directional drilling (HDD) under Suisun Marsh from two
entry points, located at the North and South Work Areas. The HDD method would result

October 2016 1-5 Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
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Project and Agency Information

in fewer impacts to the environment compared to alternatives such as conducting
separate repairs to the existing line using open trenching in the marsh.

The Project objectives are to:

e Protect people and the environment by maintaining the integrity and reliability of
the pipeline;

e Reduce the impacts from future maintenance and repairs in the Suisun Marsh;
and

e Minimize impacts on high-value wetlands that are part of the Suisun Marsh
Preservation Agreement and the potential future Mallard Farms Conservation
Bank.

1.6 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines sections 15072 and 15073, the CSLC is
releasing this MND for a 30-day public review period to provide local and state agencies
and the public the opportunity to review and comment on the document. In
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15074, subdivision (b), the CSLC
would review and consider the MND, together with any comments received during the
public review process and any modifications made in response to comments, prior to
taking action on the MND and Project.

1.7 APPROVALS AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS
1.7.1 California State Lands Commission

All tidelands and submerged lands, granted or ungranted, as well as navigable lakes
and waterways, are subject to the protections of the common law Public Trust. The
State of California acquired sovereign ownership of all tidelands and submerged lands
and beds of navigable lakes and waterways upon its admission to the United States in
1850. The State holds these lands for the benefit of all people of the State for statewide
Public Trust purposes, which include but are not limited to waterborne commerce,
navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation, habitat preservation, and open space. On
tidal waterways, the State's sovereign fee ownership extends landward to the mean high
tide line, except for areas of fill or artificial accretion. The CSLC’s authority is set forth in
division 6 of the Public Resources Code and it is regulated by the California Code of
Regulations, title 2, sections 1900-2970. The CSLC has authority to issue leases or
permits for the use of sovereign lands held in the Public Trust, including all ungranted
tidelands, submerged lands, and the beds of navigable lakes and waterways, as well
as certain residual and review authority for tidelands and submerged lands legislatively
granted in trust to local jurisdictions (Pub. Resources Code, 88 6301, 6306). The
CSLC has received an application to amend the existing lease for the Project.

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 1-6 October 2016
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The CSLC must comply with CEQA when it undertakes an activity defined by CEQA as
a "project” that must receive discretionary approval (i.e., the CSLC has the authority to
approve or deny the requested lease, permit, or other approval) which may cause either
a direct physical change in the environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect
change in the environment. CEQA requires the CSLC to identify the significant
environmental impacts of its actions and to avoid or mitigate those impacts, if feasible.

1.7.2 Other Agencies

In addition to the CSLC, the Project is subject to the review and approval of other federal,
state, and local entities with statutory and/or regulatory jurisdiction over various aspects
of the Project (see Table 1-1). As part of the Project, all required permits would be

acquired before the start of construction.

Table 1-1.

Agencies with Review/Approval over Project Activities

Permitting Agency

Anticipated Approvals/ Regulatory
Requirements

California State Lands Commission

Lease Amendment

Department of Water Resources

Permit to drill under the Roaring River

San Francisco Bay Regional Water

Water Quality Certification pursuant to Clean

State Quality Control Board Water Act (CWA) Section 401
San Francisco Bay Conservation Major Permit for temfp%rary f_|II in the prrllmary
and Development Commission management area of the Sws_un Mars
pursuant to the McAteer-Petris Act
California Department of Fish and | California Endangered Species Act — Section
Wildlife 2081, Incidental Take Permit
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, NatlonW|de_> Permit #12 . ,
San Francisco District CWA Section 404 permit to plaqe temporary fill
within waters of the U.S., including wetlands
Federal Local Notice to Mariners for the temporary

U.S. Coast Guard

layout of the pipe string in Honker Bay

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Section 7 consultation

National Marine Fisheries Service

Section 7 consultation
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

As discussed in Section 1.5, Project Background and Objectives, Chevron Pipe Line
Company (CPL) is proposing to address anomalies in a portion of the 8-inch Pittsburg-
to-Sacramento lateral pipeline that traverses an area known as Mallard Farms in Suisun
Marsh, Solano County (see Section 1.3, Project Location, and Figures 1-1 and 1-2). To
eliminate these anomalies and reduce the impacts from future maintenance and repairs
in Suisun Marsh, CPL proposes to replace an approximately 1.2-mile segment of the
pipeline with a new segment of the same size as the existing pipe. The new pipe would
be installed using horizontal directional drilling (HDD) under the marsh.

21 PROJECT WORK AREAS

The Project area would have two entry points from which the drilling would occur,
located at the North and South Work Areas, as shown in Figure 1-2. The North and
South Work Areas, as well as temporary staging areas, are described below (see
Figures 2-1 and 2-1).

2.1.1 North Work Area

The North Work Area, which would be approximately 200 by 300 feet (Figure 2-1),
would be located within the boundaries of the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area, which is
under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), in a
seasonally-inundated managed brackish marsh bordered to the north by a levee that
separates it from an unvegetated engineered slough channel (Steve’s Ditch). Inundation
is primarily controlled by two CDFW-operated tide gates. CDFW restricts access to the
Grizzly Island Wildlife Area during elk hunting season, which runs from late July to late
September, and waterfowl hunting season, which runs from October to February.

A pad would be created in this work area, using clean fill material to provide a level and
stable work surface. To construct this pad, filter fabric would be installed on the ground
surface over any existing vegetation and held in place with sand bags. Vegetation
trimming may be necessary before placement of the fabric, but the ground surface
would not be cleared to bare ground or graded. Approximately 31,000 tons of 6- to 8-
inch rock would be placed on the fabric, followed by approximately 12,000 tons of 3/4-
inch base rock on top of the larger rock, to create a level work surface (approximately
23,500 cubic yards of temporary fill). A low ground pressure bulldozer would push out
the first layer of the material over the top of the fabric. A larger bulldozer would be used
to push out more of the material after a firm lower layer is established. The work area fill
would be covered by a series of interlocking, all-weather mats, which would help
provide a stable work surface to accommodate the drilling rig, drill entry (and fluid
collection) pit, and construction materials and equipment.

October 2016 2-1 Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
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Project Description

Rock fill material for the work area pad would be carried by barge from the Dutra
Materials quarry in San Rafael to an offloading area at Montezuma Slough downstream
of the Suisun Marsh Salinity Control Structure (Figures 1-2 and 2-1). A tugboat would
transport all rock barges and a derrick barge to the site. Rock would be offloaded using
the derrick barge and a clamshell rock bucket directly into dump trucks and transported
to the work area on existing levee roads. Heavy equipment would be mobilized to the
site using public roads, Grizzly Island Road, and levee roads within the boundaries of
Suisun Marsh. After completion of the work area pad, additional construction equipment
would be driven to the site in multiple tractor-trailer loads.

Equipment at the North Work Area would consist of a drill rig that is 48 feet long and 8.5
feet wide, weighs 85,000 pounds, is driven by a 630-horsepower diesel power unit, and
has a 750,000-pound pushing or pulling capacity. The North Work Area would also
contain a tank for mixing drilling fluid (“drilling mud”), pumps to transfer the drilling fluid
though the system, and a 6,000-gallon tank and system to clean the drilling fluid for
reuse (recycling) during drilling. A control unit consisting of a 20-by-8.5-by-8.5-foot
container mounted on a drop deck trailer would provide climate-controlled housing for
the driller and surveyor. All rig controls and monitoring gauges, as well as the surface
equipment used to monitor and record the signals received from the down-hole
directional equipment, would be housed in the control unit. A 250-kilowatt generator
would be brought on-site to supply power, and three 21,000-gallon water storage tanks
would be needed to support drilling. The work area would also have portable sanitary
facilities for workers and covered, latched trash receptacles.

2.1.2 South Work Area

The South Work Area would be over water, located approximately 350 feet offshore and
in alignment with the existing pipeline (Figure 2-2). A 200-by-50-foot pile-supported
platform would be built to support drilling activities and equipment. Before the platform is
installed, the concrete mats protecting the existing pipeline will be lifted by crane onto a
barge for storage. The platform would be supported by fifty 14-inch “H” piles,
approximately 50 feet in length. The piles would be driven into the floor of Honker Bay
with a vibratory pile driving hammer. Approximately 10 percent of the piles would be
“proofed,” using a small number of strikes from an impact pile driving hammer. Proofing
would be required to verify that the piles were set and had the appropriate capacity.

The first 50 feet of the work platform would be constructed from south to north using a
200-ton crane supported on a spud barge (a flat barge with posts on each corner that
can be lowered to hold the barge in place and raised to reposition). A tug, working at
high tide, would maneuver the spud barge and a flat deck support barge into place. The
support barge would carry piles and other materials. After construction of the initial part
of the platform, the crane would be moved from the spud barge to the platform, and the
platform would be completed using the crane supported on the platform (Figure 2-3).

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 2-2 October 2016
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Figure 2-2. South Work Area
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Figure 2-3. Plan View and Cross Section: South Work Area Platform Construction
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During drilling and pipe installation, equipment at the South Work Area would consist of
the pile-supported work platform; a 200-by-60-foot support barge (“mud barge”), which
would be moored to the work platform during Project construction; and two additional
support barges (a 200-by-60-foot water barge and a 90-by-24-foot cuttings barge) that
would deliver water and haul away drill cuttings. These two barges would not be present
at all times. The total work area of the temporary platform and mud barge would be
22,000 square feet (0.5 acre), with a maximum of about 36,000 square feet
(approximately 0.8 acre) when the two additional support barges are present.
Equipment would be located on the platform and barge fleet, similar to the North Work
Area. The drill rig on the platform of the South Work Area platform would be 47 feet long
by 8.5 feet wide, weigh 68,000 pounds, and have 160,000 pounds of pushing or pulling
force. This work area would also have a control unit, a mixing tank, a cleaning unit,
tanks, pumps, generators, and sanitary and trash management facilities.

An 8-inch-diameter, 7,000-foot-long steel pipe string would be assembled from 200-foot-
long pipe sections. The 200-foot pipe sections would be assembled at the Dutra Marine
Construction (Dutra) Yard in Rio Vista (160 River Road, Figure 1-1), then transported
down the Sacramento River by barge to Honker Bay. After transport, the 200-foot
sections would be welded together on a splicing barge located in Honker Bay. See
Section 2.4.1.3 for further discussion of this Project component.

2.1.3 Staging Areas

Two staging areas would support construction activities (see Figure 1-2); both sites
would be near the North Work Area on previously disturbed upland areas with no
sensitive habitat. Staging Area 1 would be on privately owned land along Honker Bay.
Staging Area 2 would be on privately owned land on the south bank of Roaring River.

2.2 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
2.2.1 Horizontal Directional Drilling

The Project would use an “intersecting drill” method consisting of two entry points
located at the North and South Work Areas. Drilling would be completed in three stages:
the first stage would consist of directionally drilling a pilot hole adjacent to the existing
pipeline alignment (in this case, starting from each end and meeting at an intersect point
along the drill path); the second stage would include reaming the smaller, conjoined
pilot hole to the appropriate size for the outer diameter of the new pipe to be installed;
and the third stage would include pulling the new section of pipe (also known as the
pipe string or backstring) through the drilled hole, beginning from the South Work Area
in Honker Bay and pulling the pipe to the north. Figure 2-4 shows a cross section of the
typical HDD process. The boring and new segment of pipeline would reach a maximum
depth of approximately 100 feet below mean sea level.

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 2-6 October 2016
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Figure 2-4. Cross Section of Typical HDD Process
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At the North Work Area, an entry pit would be excavated in the work pad before the
start of the drilling to ensure that drilling fluid does not spill onto the work pad or into the
surrounding environment. The pit would be approximately 5 feet wide by 10 feet long by
5 feet deep. Marsh soils, excavated from the pit, would be stockpiled until construction
is complete; upon completion, the marsh soils would be backfilled into the pit. During
drilling, mud returns from the borehole would be sent to a mud cleaning system,
separating the solids from the drilling fluid so the liquids could be recycled as much as
possible to reduce fresh water usage.

At the South Work Area, a 20-inch-diameter steel casing would be pushed into the bay
bottom at a 10- to 14-degree angle at a depth of approximately 50 feet below the mud
surface using a pneumatic pipe ram. This casing would extend to the work platform, and
the drill string would be inserted into this casing. The casing would be supported by two
H-piles, which would be driven into the bay bottom. The casing would minimize
disturbance on the bay bottom, reduce turbidity during drilling by isolating the drilling
operation from the surrounding water, and ensure that the drilling mud is captured and
recirculated. The casing would be removed prior to the completion of the Project.

2.2.1.1 Pilot Hole and Reaming

To begin the HDD, a pilot hole would be drilled starting from each entry location (North
and South Work Areas), continuing along the designed drill path, and eventually
intersecting at a predetermined location. The north drill would be used to drill the
majority of the distance (approximately 4,500 feet), and the south drill would drill
approximately 2,500 feet. After the drills intersect, the south side drill would pull back
and the north drill would push all the way to the South Work Area.

After the pilot hole is drilled, the second phase of drilling would enlarge the pilot hole to
the final size by passing a larger cutting tool, known as a back reamer, through the pilot
hole. Reaming would include connecting a 16-inch cutter on the south end of the drill
and pulling it to the north end, using the drill rig for pulling and rotating the drill string
and cutter. Similar to drilling the pilot hole, drilling fluid would be pumped from the mud
system on the exit side (North Work Area) through the drill pipe to the cutter. The fluid
would then return up the annulus to tanks on the south side (South Work Area) work
platform. The centrifugal transfer pump would send the drilling slurry to the cleaning
equipment, where the solids would be separated from the drilling fluid before being
pumped back through the drill string to the fly cutter.

After the 16-inch reaming pass, a 12-inch barrel reamer would be connected and pulled
from the South Work Area to the North Work Area to condition the borehole. The drilling
rig would provide power for pulling and rotation. The exit side (South Work Area) mud
system would provide drilling fluid to the reamer.

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 2-8 October 2016
Project MND



[ —

O oo ~NOOLhrWN

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

Project Description

2.2.1.2 Borehole Tracking System

For the two pilot holes to follow the designed drill path and properly intersect between
the two work areas, the pilot hole path would need to be tracked. A surface tracking
system would be assembled, consisting of a grid of insulated 10-gauge wire supported
by wood or polyvinyl chloride (PVC) poles over the centerline of the drill path. The width
of the tracking grid would need to match the depth of the drilled borehole; therefore, the
grid would be approximately 100 feet wide for this Project. The grid would be separated
into sections, or coils, spaced out over the length of the drill, and each coil would be
approximately 500 feet long (Figure 2-5).

To construct the coils, a Figure 2-5. Surface Tracking System
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2.2.1.3 Dirilling Fluid

Directional drilling would require the use of a bentonite clay drilling slurry (drilling mud)
to lubricate the drill cutting head and borehole as it is drilled, stabilize the borehole from
collapse, and remove drill cuttings. Bentonite is an inert and non-toxic substance, and
would be the only additive used during drilling. During drilling, the slurry would be
pumped to the cutting head or drill bit and would be recirculated to the entry pits where
it would be pumped to a machine (called a reclaimer) that would remove the drill
cuttings. The slurry would then be reused in the borehole. After drilling is completed,
excess slurry would be removed via vacuum trucks located at both work areas and
transported to an appropriately permitted landfill for disposal. Water from the borehole
may also enter the entry pit and would be pumped into tanks and disposed in
accordance with state and county regulations.

Drilling the pilot hole would require drilling mud to be pumped into the borehole under
pressure. If cracks or fissures exist in the substrate, drilling mud could move through the
cracks and exit at the surface; this is known as “inadvertent return” or “surface
expression.” The potential for inadvertent return would be small and was reduced during
the borehole design phase using information from previous geotechnical studies that
were completed for the Project as well as engineering design methods such as the 20-
inch-diameter steel casing proposed at the South Work Area. To ensure a safe and low-
impact Project execution, additional precautions would include continuous monitoring of
drilling fluid pressures by the driller and having a contingency plan in place to
immediately initiate inspections of the drill path for potential inadvertent returns.

2.2.1.4 Water Use During Drilling

Dutra would provide construction services to CPL and also provide water required for
mixing the drilling mud, which would be obtained from the City of Fairfield. The water
would be trucked from Fairfield to Dutra’s docks at 415 River Road in Rio Vista and then
transported by barge to the South Work Area in Honker Bay. Water transported to the
South Work Area would be transferred by a centrifugal pump from the water barge to a
15,750-gallon (500-barrel) tank stationed near the mud cleaning system on the mud
barge. For the North Work Area, water will be trucked directly from Fairfield to the
construction site. Approximately 21,000 gallons of water per day, or approximately
800,000 gallons total, would be used for construction.

2.2.2 Pipe String (Backstring) Assembly

The 8-inch-diameter, 7,000-foot-long steel pipe string would be assembled from 200-
foot-long pipe sections as shown on Figure 2-6. The 200-foot pipe sections would be
assembled at the Dutra Yard in Rio Vista (160 River Road, Figure 1-1) and then
transported down the Sacramento River by barge to Honker Bay, where assembly of
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the full pipe string would take place. Coordination will occur with the California
Department of Transportation, as required, to minimize impacts to traffic on River Road
as well as on river traffic and operation of the Rio Vista Bridge. The pipeline sections
would then be welded together on a splicing barge in Honker Bay (Figure 1-1). As the
pipe string is constructed, it would be moved perpendicular to the shore and in line with
the borehole. The pipe string would be anchored with up to 35 12-inch-diameter wood
piles temporarily installed in the bay using vibratory methods. The piles and pipe string
would have lighted buoys attached to keep the pipe string visible to boats that may
enter the area (Figure 2-6). The pipe string would remain in position in Honker Bay for
up to 2 weeks until it is installed in the drilled hole (pullback). A U.S. Coast Guard Local
Notice to Mariners would be posted to alert boaters to the temporary placement of the
pipe string in Honker Bay. After welding is complete, the 7,000-foot-long pipe string
would be hydrostatically tested to ensure the integrity of all weld points. The new pipe
segment would also be hydrostatically tested after installation. Approximately 15,000
gallons of potable water from the City of Fairfield would be used for the pre- and post-
installation hydrostatic testing. The same water would be used for both tests.

2.2.3 Hydrostatic Testing

Before installation in the ground, the pipe would be tested hydrostatically at a pressure
of 1,769 pounds per square inch gauge for 4 continuous hours to ensure that no leaks
are in the new pipe. The hydrostatic test would require approximately 15,000 gallons of
water. Water used for the hydrostatic test would be obtained from the City of Fairfield
(as described above for drilling). After the new pipe is installed in the ground, a second
hydrostatic test would be completed (as described above, but for 8 hours) to ensure that
the pipe string has maintained its integrity during the pullback. Water used in the first
test would be captured and contained on-site to be reused for the second test. After
hydrostatic testing is completed, the test water would be contained in storage tanks and
tested. The water would then be discharged to the surrounding waterway, in
accordance with a permit to be obtained from the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
If a permit cannot be obtained, or if the testing indicated that the water contained
contaminants in excess of permitted levels, the water would be hauled off site for
disposal at a permitted commercial disposal facility.

2.2.4 Pullback

In preparation for the installation of the pipe in the drilled hole (pullback), the new pipe
string would be lifted by crane into a cantilevered bend in alignment with the borehole,
fed along rollers, and connected to the barrel reamer (previously used to enlarge the
borehole) with a swivel connection. It would then be pulled back through the hole using
the 750,000-pound drill rig stationed at the North Work Area. The pullback is expected
to take 24 hours and would be completed as one continuous process from start to finish.
This would be the only night work conducted for the Project.
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Figure 2-6. Pipe String Assembly
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2.2.5 New Pipe Tie-In

The new pipe tie-in refers to connecting the new pipe to the existing Bay Area Products
Line (BAPL). At the North Work Area, the HDD equipment would be demobilized from
the site. The HDD entry pit would be expanded, as needed, to expose the existing
pipeline. The maximum dimensions of the entry pit are expected to be 10 feet by 12 feet
by 6 feet deep. Appropriate shoring and trench boxes would be installed in the pit, and
1.5-inch drain rock would be placed in the bottom of the pit for workers to have a dry,
firm area on which to work. Additionally, dewatering of the pit would be necessary. After
the pit is enlarged and shored, the new pipe would be “tied-in” or welded to the existing
pipeline. After welding the new pipeline to the existing pipeline, the welds would be x-
rayed to inspect the weld points for quality and integrity. After the tie-in is completed, the
shoring and rock would be removed and the entry pit would be backfilled with the
original material (previously stockpiled on-site for this purpose).

At the South Work Area, the existing BAPL line lies on the bottom of Honker Bay. The
drilling equipment would be removed from the South Work Area and the work platform
would be demobilized (decking would be removed and piles would be pulled from the
Honker Bay floor, potentially using a vibratory driver to loosen the piles as they are
pulled). The existing BAPL pipeline would then be lifted from the bottom and the tie-in
activities would be conducted on a barge. After welding the new line to the existing line,
the welds would be x-rayed to inspect for quality and integrity. The newly joined line
would be lowered back to the bottom, and the existing concrete mats, removed during
Project mobilization, would be placed back over the line.

The existing, replaced segment of pipe between the south and north tie-in points would
no longer be used by CPL, and would be filled with grout or slurry, capped, and
abandoned in place in accordance with existing agreements with the private
landowners. Removal of the existing pipeline segment was considered, but the only
feasible method for removal of the line would involve open trenching of the marsh over
the approximately 1.2-mile pipe segment. This would cause disturbance to a large
amount of marsh habitat and was not considered a viable option compared with leaving
the existing buried pipe in place.

2.2.6 Demobilization and Site Restoration

After construction activities are completed, all equipment and materials would be
removed from the work areas and construction staging areas. All temporary fill used to
create the North Work Area, including the geotextile mats, the rock fill, and the filter
fabric, would be removed. Approximately 350 cubic yards of drill spoils and 6,300
gallons of drilling mud waste would be hauled by barge back to the Dutra Yard for
subsequent disposal at an appropriate, permitted disposal facility. The site would be
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restored to pre-Project conditions based on the recommendations or requirements from
the resource agencies.

At the South Work Area, after the tie-ins and pipeline testing are completed, all
temporary structures installed to support drilling, including all barges and vessels, would
be removed. The work platform and its piles, the steel casing, and all piles installed to
support the new pipe string before installation would be removed. No permanent
aboveground structures would remain.

2.3 PROPOSED SCHEDULE

The Grizzly Island Wildlife Area, where the North Work Area is located, has active,
popular, and robust hunting seasons that generate substantial income for CDFW and
the local community. EIk hunting season begins in late July and runs through late
September; waterfowl hunting season begins in October and runs through February.
During these hunting seasons, CDFW restricts access to the Grizzly Island Wildlife
Area. Because of these access restrictions, the only periods available with open and
safe access to the North Work Area would be during spring and early summer months.
Therefore, Project construction within Suisun Marsh is anticipated to start in May and to
be completed in July 2017, with off-site mobilization and demobilization occurring a few
weeks before and after this period. Construction activities are expected to occur at both
work areas 7 days a week, typically from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. Certain activities, such as
hydrostatic testing and pipe tie-ins, could exceed a 12-hour day, and installation of the
7,000-foot segment of replacement pipe (known as the “pullback”) is anticipated to
include continuous activity for an approximately 24-hour period. The estimated duration
of construction activities is shown in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1. Project Construction Duration
Activity Duration (days)
Access Improvements and Mobilization (including North Work Area pad 30
and South Work Area platform)
Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) 38
Pullback 1
Pipe String (Backstring) Assembly (timing is simultaneous with HDD) 29
New Pipe Tie-In 17
Demobilization and Site Restoration 35
Total Duration 120*
Note: *Some activities occur simultaneously.
Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 2-14 October 2016

Project MND



[ —

0O~NO O WN

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24

25
26
27
28
29
30

31

32
33
34
35

Project Description

2.4 SITE ACCESS

All equipment and work crews transported to the North Work Area would use public
highways and local roads and use standard transport vehicles. In the Project area,
construction equipment would be transported down Grizzly Island Road and the levee
roads to the work site (see Figure 1-2 for access routes). Workers at the North Work
Area would drive to Grizzly Island Wildlife Area and park at the hunting control station
(Figure 1-2). From there, they would use passenger vans to mobilize to the North Work
Area to reduce impacts on the roads in the wildlife area.

Improvements to the surfaces of levee roads would be made as needed. Spot
improvements would be required along the access routes for the North Work Area and
Staging Area 2, as shown in Figure 1-2. The spot improvements would consist of
placing 3/4-inch base rock on the surface of the existing gravel and dirt roads as
needed to fill potholes and ruts to ensure stability to mobilize and demobilize all heavy
equipment. Levee roads would not require widening, and therefore no fill would be
placed in wetlands or habitats as a part of these road improvements. Placement of rock
to improve the levee road surfaces may be permitted through the RGP-3 permit issued
to reclamation districts by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ San Francisco District
office.

Construction materials and equipment for use at the South Work Area would be staged
and loaded for transport at the Dutra Yard. Materials would then be transported from the
Dutra docks by barge down the Sacramento River and into Honker Bay to the South
Work Area platform and barges. The work crew at the South Work Area would leave
from the McAvoy Marina in Bay Point (Figure 1-1) and would be transported by a crew
boat to the work platform and barges.

During initial equipment mobilization, approximately 30 truck trips would occur over a 6-
day period (five trucks per day) via public roads to Grizzly Island Road. Because the site
is not accessible by the public, traffic control is not anticipated for the Project. The
staging areas, accessible using existing paved, graveled, and dirt roads, are on
privately owned land, accessible only through locked gates. Boat traffic is not expected
in the Project area because it is not near the shipping lanes.

2.5 EQUIPMENT, WORKFORCE, AND CONSTRUCTION HOURS

Construction would include the following equipment: diesel-powered drill rigs, control
units, mud cleaner systems, de-silters, generators, forklifts, backhoes, a pipe trailer,
cranes, supply trailers, de-watering tanks and pumps, a track excavator, and
interlocking all-weather mats.
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Construction would require about 60 workers, distributed between the North Work Area,
the South Work Area barges, and the Dutra Yard for fabrication of the pipe string.
Drilling of the HDD borehole would require about 50 workers, with about 23 workers in
the North Work Area and 27 in the South Work Area. Separate work crews would work
simultaneously at the North and South Work Areas.

Construction activities are expected to occur at both work areas 7 days a week, typically
from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. Certain activities, such as hydrostatic testing and pipe tie-ins,
could exceed a 12-hour day, and the installation of the 7,000-foot replacement pipe
segment is anticipated to include continuous activity for an approximately 24-hour
period. Portable temporary lighting would be used during construction when required,
and it would be shielded and directed downward toward the work area to minimize light
trespass to adjacent areas.

2.6 CLIMATE CHANGE AND SEA-LEVEL RISE

The section of pipeline that the Project will replace traverses upland, intertidal, and
submerged lands. Sea-level rise and other climate-change-related impacts such as
flooding, erosion and scour, and sediment pulse events associated with heavier and
more frequent winter storms are likely to affect this tidally-influenced area and may
change the land classification types that the pipeline intersects. The sea-level rise
projections for the Bay/Delta region range from 0.1 to 1 foot by 2030, 0.4 to 2 feet by
2050, and 1.4 to 5.5 feet by 2100 (National Research Council 2012).

Given these projections, it is likely that there will be overall greater total water levels
permanently over the Project location as well as temporary increases in total water
levels due to flooding and storm events. The areas that are now intertidal may become
submerged and the upland marsh may become intertidal given the sea-level
projections. The marsh edge upland of the mudflats may erode more rapidly due to sea-
level rise and the accompanying increase in wave energy associated with stronger
storms and greater total water levels (Veloz 2013; Beagle et al. 2015). The contours
and structure of tidal flats and upland salt marshes throughout the San Francisco Bay
area are always in flux due to the nature of sediment supply, water levels, wave action,
and currents. Sediment accretion has the potential to ameliorate the magnitude of sea-
level rise if it can keep pace with the rate of total water level change, as some evidence
suggests occurs now (Callaway et al. 2012). However, as sea-level rise accelerates
throughout the century due to rapid ice sheet melt, sediment accretion is less likely to
continue to offset the impacts of sea-level rise around San Francisco Bay. As a result,
the pipeline may be vulnerable in the future to the impacts of these anticipated changes
in the Project area.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND ANALYSIS

This section contains the Initial Study (I1S) that was completed for the proposed Chevron
Pipe Line Company (CPL or Applicant) Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement Project
(Project) in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). The IS identifies site-specific conditions and impacts, evaluates their
potential significance, and discusses ways to avoid or lessen impacts that are
potentially significant. The information, analysis, and conclusions included in the IS
provide the basis for determining the appropriate document needed to comply with
CEQA. For the Project, based on the analysis and information contained herein,
California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff have found that the IS shows that
there is substantial evidence that the Project may have a significant effect on the
environment, but revisions to the Project would avoid or mitigate the effects to a point
where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur. As a result, the
CSLC has concluded that a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is the appropriate
CEQA document for the Project.

The evaluation of environmental impacts provided in this IS is based in part on the
impact questions contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines; these
guestions, which are included in an impact assessment matrix for each environmental
category (Aesthetics, Agriculture/Forest Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources,
etc.), are “intended to encourage thoughtful assessment of impacts.” Each question is
followed by a check-marked box with column headings that are defined below.

e Potentially Significant Impact. This column is checked if there is substantial
evidence that a Project-related environmental effect may be significant. If there are
one or more “Potentially Significant Impacts,” a Project Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) would be prepared.

e Less than Significant with Mitigation. This column is checked when the Project
may result in a significant environmental impact, but the incorporation of identified
Project revisions or mitigation measures (MMs) would reduce the identified
effect(s) to a less-than-significant level.

e Less-than-Significant Impact. This column is checked when the Project would
not result in any significant effects. The Project’s impact is less than significant
even without the incorporation of Project-specific MMs.

¢ No Impact. This column is checked when the Project would not result in any impact
in the category or when the category does not apply.

The environmental factors checked below (Table 3-1) would be potentially affected by
this Project; a checked box indicates that at least one impact would be a “Potentially
Significant Impact” except that the Applicant has agreed to Project revisions, including
implementation of MMs, to reduce the impacts to “Less than Significant with Mitigation.”

October 2016 3-1 Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis

Table 3-1. Environmental Issues and Potentially Significant Impacts
Aesthetics O Agriculture and Forest Resources [0 Air Quality
Biological Resources Cultural and Paleontological O Geology and Soils

(Terrestrial and Marine)

Resources

- grrneiigig?gse Gas Hazards and Hazardous Materials (H?)L/Jir”c;;ogy and Water
Land Use and Planning [ Mineral Resources O Noise

O Population and Housing [0 Public Services 0 Recreation

O Transportation/Traffic 0 Utilities and Service Systems

X

Mandatory Findings of Significance

a

Other Major Areas of Concern: Environmental Justice

Detailed descriptions and analyses of impacts from Project activities and the basis for
their significance determinations are provided for each environmental factor on the
following pages, beginning with Section 3.1, Aesthetics. Relevant laws, regulations, and
policies potentially applicable to the Project are listed in the Regulatory Setting for each

environmental factor analyzed in this IS.

AGENCY DETERMINATION

Based on the environmental impact analysis provided by this Initial Study:

[0 1find that the proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in
the Project have been made by or agreed to by the Project proponent.

A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[0 1find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,

and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

Signature

Date

Kelly Keen, Environmental Scientist
California State Lands Commission
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Aesthetics

3.1 AESTHETICS

. Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
AESTHETICS — Would the Project: Significant gwith Significant Impact
Impact L Impact P
Mitigation
a_) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic = 0 O
vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock O O O

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its O O O
surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime O O O

views in the area?

3.1.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County and
extends into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from the shore (Figure 1-1). It is also
within the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area. The nearest communities are Bay Point and
Pittsburg to the south and Suisun City and Fairfield to the north. Primary access to
Grizzly Island is from Suisun City from the north via Grizzly Island Road.

Suisun Marsh is the largest contiguous brackish marsh remaining on the west coast of
North America and is a critical part of the San Francisco Bay-Delta estuary ecosystem,
serving as a resting and feeding ground for tens of thousands of wintering and migrating
waterfowl and providing habitat for more than 221 species of birds. Encompassing
116,000 acres, the marsh includes 52,000 acres of managed wetlands, 30,000 acres of
bays and sloughs, 27,700 acres of uplands, and 6,300 acres of tidal wetlands. It is also
home to public waterfowl hunting areas and 158 private duck hunting clubs.

Suisun Marsh is flat and formed by the confluence of the Sacramento and San Joaquin
Rivers. Sloughs within the marsh form dendritic channel patterns that wind and branch
through the low-lying landscape. Many of these channels are contained by the low
levees that have contributed to maintaining historical channel patterns. A few human-
made channels have been created to allow access to areas of the marsh. The marsh's
large open space and proximity to urban areas makes it suited for wildlife viewing,
hiking, canoeing, large mammal and duck hunting, and other recreation opportunities.
As a result, the area is used extensively by the public for recreational use throughout
the year.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Aesthetics

3.1.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to aesthetics and relevant to the
Project are identified in Appendix A. At the local level, the Scenic Resources section of
the Suisun Marsh Policy Addendum in the Solano County General Plan includes
policies regarding marshlands (Solano County 2008a), including Policy 4, which may be
applicable to the Project: “Since such a flat and expansive natural environment tends to
exaggerate vertical elements, undergrounding of utility lines is highly recommended.”

3.1.3 Impact Analysis

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would create only short-term, temporary
visual impacts associated with construction activities. No visual impacts are associated
with long-term pipeline operations. Temporary construction activities include mobilizing
construction equipment, drilling activities, and assembling and installing pipe sections,
followed by de-mobilizing the construction equipment and site restoration. Construction
crews working in the North Work Area would be staged from a location on Grizzly Island
Road. Workers would arrive in their private vehicles at a designated parking area on
Grizzly Island and then shuttled via multi-passenger vans to the work area.

Barges would convey platform equipment, pilings, pipes, water, and slurry on the
Sacramento River, Montezuma Slough, and Suisun Bay. The North Work Area in
Suisun Marsh and the South Work Area in Honker Bay would contain equipment that
would be visible during the approximately 3-month construction period. At the end of
construction, all equipment would be removed and the sites would be restored. Since
the only visual impacts would be associated with construction, which would be short
term and temporary, the Project would have less than significant impacts on scenic
vistas.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No Impact. The Project site is not within view of a State Scenic Highway. The nearest
designated scenic highways are State Highway 37 to the west, State Highway 24 to the
south, and State Highway 4 to the east. These scenic highways are at least 10 miles
from the Project site and no scenic resources would be damaged by the Project.
Therefore, there would be no impacts to scenic resources.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Aesthetics

c¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

Less than Significant Impact. Project components, as described previously in this
document, would temporarily degrade the visual character and quality of the site and its
surroundings for a period of approximately 3 months, from May to July 2017.
Degradation of the visual quality at the Project site would be temporary, and the Project
site would be restored to pre-Project conditions upon Project completion. Therefore, the
Project would have a less than significant impact on the existing visual character and
quality of the site and its surroundings.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The majority of Project-related construction
would take place during daylight hours (between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.) during late
spring and early summer; however, pulling the assembled pipe segment through the
drilled hole needs to be accomplished during one continuous operation, which is
anticipated to take approximately 24 hours. This would be the only night work
conducted for the Project, and it would require the use of portable temporary lighting for
one or two nights during Project construction. The nearest residential housing to the
Project site is located in the community of Bay Point, approximately 3.5 miles south of
the South Work Area and Honker Bay in Contra Costa County.

To ensure that potential impacts associated with light or glare are avoided or mitigated
to less than significant, the following MM would be implemented:

MM AES-1:. Night-Lighting Spillage Minimization. Night-lighting required during
pipe pullback activity shall be shielded and directed downward toward the work
area to minimize light trespass to adjacent areas.

3.1.4 Mitigation Summary

Implementation of the following MM would reduce the potential for Project-related
impacts to Aesthetics to less than significant.

e MM AES-1: Night-Lighting Spillage Minimization
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Project MND



N

O oo ~NOOOLh W

10

Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Agriculture and Forest Resources

3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

Potentially LEss Then Less Than
AGRICULTURE AND FOREST Sianificant Significant Sianificant No
RESOURCES?® - Would the Project: lgm with g Impact
pact e Impact
Mitigation
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared = = =

pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Natural
Resources Agency, to non- agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural O . .
use, or a Williamson Act contract?

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Pub.
Resources Code, § 12220, subd. (g)),
timberland (as defined by Pub. Resources [ U U
Code, § 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Gov. Code, § 51104,
subd. (9))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, O O O
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

3.2.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County and
extends into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from the shore (Figure 1-1). The
onshore portion of the Project would occur on a mix of private lands, state lands, and
the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area. The Grizzly Island Wildlife Area is under the jurisdiction
of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and managed by the Suisun
Marsh Preservation Agreement. Suisun Marsh is part of the San Francisco Bay tidal
estuary and is the largest contiguous brackish marsh on the West Coast. Land within
areas traversed by the Project consists primarily of natural lands managed for wildlife,

% In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the State’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and the forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Agriculture and Forest Resources

hunting, and other recreational uses. No agricultural or forest resources are present in
the Project area.

3.2.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to agriculture and forest resources
and relevant to the Project are identified in Appendix A. At the local level, there are no
goals, policies, and/or regulations applicable to this issue area for the Project due to its
location and the nature of the activity.

3.2.3 Impact Analysis

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Natural
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Pub. Resources Code, § 12220, subd. (g)), timberland (as defined by Pub.
Resources Code, 8§ 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Gov. Code, § 51104, subd. (g9))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

a) to e) No Impact. There are no farm or forest lands located in the vicinity of the
Project site; therefore, the Project would not impact agricultural or forest lands.

3.2.4 Mitigation Summary

The Project would have no impacts to Agriculture and Forest Resources; therefore, no
mitigation is required.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Air Quality

3.3 AIR QUALITY

AIR QUALITY —Where available, the

significance criteria established by the
g y Potentially SS9 VIE Less Than

applicable air quality management or air C Significant SO No
. L2 . Significant . Significant
pollution control district may be relied upon Im with Impact
. . pact L Impact

to make the following determinations. Mitigation
Would the Project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of

) b O 0 O

the applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air ] ] Ul
quality violation?

) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
Project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality [ U UJ
standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial = ]
pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a = =

substantial number of people?

3.3.1 Environmental Setting

3.3.1.1 Topography, Meteorology, and Climate

The Project site is located in the southwestern portion of Solano County, which is part of
the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB) and Carquinez Strait climatological
sub-region. The SFBAAB is comprised of complex terrain types, including coastal
mountain ranges, inland valleys, and the San Francisco Bay. The SFBAAB is generally
bordered on the west by the Pacific Ocean, on the north by the Coast Ranges, and on
the east and south by the Diablo Range. Meteorological conditions in the SFBAAB are
warm and mainly dry in summer, and mild and moderately wet in winter. Marine air has
a moderating effect on the climate throughout much of the year. Winds flow through the
Golden Gate from the Pacific Ocean, but direct flow into eastern Alameda County is
impeded by the East Bay hills. Marine air is mostly blocked from the area until late
afternoons or on days when deep marine inversions develop with strong onshore flows.
The Carquinez Strait climatological sub-region stretches from Rodeo in the southwest
and Vallejo in the northwest to Fairfield on the northeast and Brentwood on the
southeast. Prevailing winds are from the west in the Carquinez Strait, particularly during
the summer when high pressure offshore and thermal low pressure in the Central Valley
draws marine air eastward through the Carquinez Strait. During the winter, easterly flow
through the strait is more common when the pressure gradient reverses.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Air Quality

3.3.1.2 Local Air Quality Conditions

The determination of whether a region’s air quality is healthful or unhealthful is made by
comparing contaminant levels in ambient air samples to California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Both the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) ambient air concentrations are monitored throughout the SFBAAB to
designate an area’s attainment status with respect to the CAAQS and NAAQS,
respectively, for criteria air pollutants. The purpose of these designations is to identify
areas with air quality problems and thereby initiate planning efforts for improvement.
The three basic designation categories are “nonattainment,” “attainment,” and
“‘unclassified” (the latter is used in an area that cannot be classified on the basis of
available information as meeting or not meeting the standards). Table 3.3-1 lists recent
attainment designations with respect to the SFBAAB. With respect to the CAAQS, the
SFBAAB is designated as a nonattainment area for ozone, particulate matter less than
10 micrometers (PM1o), and particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers (PMz5), and as
an attainment or unclassified area for all other pollutants. With respect to the NAAQS,
the SFBAAB is designated as a marginal nonattainment area for ozone and PMzs, and
as an attainment or unclassified area for all other pollutants.

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) maintains multiple air quality
monitoring stations that continually measure the ambient concentrations of major air
pollutants throughout the Bay Area. Within the Carquinez Strait sub-region, the closest
such monitoring station to the Project site is Bethel Island Road, about 14 miles to the
southeast. Table 3.3-2 summarizes ambient air quality data recorded at this station for
the past 5 years. As shown, only concentrations for ozone and 24-hour PM2s exceeded
standards in one or two occasions during this period. This sub-region contains a variety
of industrial air pollution sources, including but not limited to chemical and petroleum
operations. The sub-region is also traversed by major freeways, including Interstate 80
(I-80). Traffic and congestion, and the motor vehicle emissions they generate, are
increasing due to population increase in the San Francisco Bay Area.

3.3.1.3 Sensitive Receptors

Some receptors are considered more susceptible to potential health impacts from poor
air quality than others. The reasons for greater than average sensitivity include pre-
existing health problems, proximity to emissions source, or duration of exposure to air
pollutants. The BAAQMD identifies a sensitive receptor as “facilities or land uses that
include members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air
pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and people with illnesses. Examples include
schools, hospitals and residential areas.” Recreational uses may also be considered
sensitive due to the greater exposure to ambient air quality conditions because people
engaging in vigorous exercise have higher breathing rates.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Air Quality

Table 3.3-1. NAAQS, CAAQS, and SFBAAB Attainment Status
Averaging California Standards* National Standards?
Pollutant . . :
Time Concentration Status Primary Status
1 Hour 0.09 ppm3 Nonattainment — —
(180 pg/m°)
Ozone (Os)
8 Hours 0.070 ppm Nonattainment® 0.070 ppm Nonattainment*
(137 ug/m®) (147 ug/m?®)
Respirable 24 Hours 50 pg/m?3 Nonattainment | 150 pg/m?3 Unclassified
Particulate 3 . .
Matter (PMio) AAM 20 pg/m Nonattainment — —
I J— 310 H
Fine Particulate 24 Hours 35 pg/m NZ?tztitnarlr:]g:]f/nt
3 H 7 315
Matter (PMa.s) AAM 12 pg/m Nonattainment’ | 12.0 yg/m Unclassified
9.0 ppm . 9 ppm . 6
Carbon 8 Hours (10 mg/m?) Attainment (10 mg/m?) Attainment
Monoxide (CO) 20 ppm : 35 ppm .
1 Hour (23 mg/m?) Attainment (40 mg/m?) Attainment
AAM 0.030 pprSn Attainment 0.053 pprr31 Attainment
. . (57 pg/m?) (100 pg/m?)
Nitrogen Dioxide
(NOp)’ 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm
1 Hour (3:'39 /m?) Attainment (188 Unclassified
Mg ug/m3)it
0.04 ppm . 0.14 ppm .
24 Hours (105 pg/m?) Attainment (365 ug/m?) Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide 0.25 ppm : 0.075 ppm .
(SO,)12 1 Hour (655 ug/m?) Attainment (196 pg/m?) Attainment
. . 0.030 ppm .
AAM (80 pg/md) Attainment
30-Day 3 ,
Average 1.5 pyg/m Attainment — —
Calendar 3 .
Lead (Pb)®3 Quarter — — 1.5 yg/m Attainment
Rolling 3-
Month — — 0.15 yg/m® | Attainment4
Average
Visibility-
Reducing 8 Hours See footnote® | Unclassified
Particles (VRP)
3 .
Sulfates 24 Hours 25 ug/m Attainment No national standards
Hydrogen 1 Hour 0.03 ppm Unclassified
Sulfide (H2S) (42 pg/m?3)
Vinyl Chloride 0.010 ppm | No information
(C2HsCl) 24 Hours | o5 19/m?) available

Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 2015.
Acronyms: mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter; ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per million; pg/m3 =
micrograms per cubic meter; AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean; CARB = California Air Resources Board;
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards; SIP = State Implementation Plan; USEPA = U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Air Quality

Table 3.3-1. NAAQS, CAAQS, and SFBAAB Attainment Status

Averaging California Standards? National Standards?

Pollutant

Time Concentration | Status Primary ‘ Status

Notes:

1 California standards for Os, CO (except Lake Tahoe), SOz (1-hour and 24-hour), NOz, suspended
particulate matter - PM1o, and visibility reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. The
standards for sulfates, lead, H2S and C2H3Cl are not to be equaled or exceeded. If the standard is for a 1-
hour, 8-hour or 24-hour average (i.e., all standards except for lead and PM1o annual standard), then some
measurements may be excluded. In particular, measurements are excluded that CARB determines would
occur less than once per year on the average.

2 National standards shown are the "primary standards" designed to protect public health. National
standards other than for Os, particulates and those based on annual averages are not to be exceeded
more than once a year. The 1-hour ozone standard is attained if, during the most recent 3-year period, the
average number of days per year with maximum hourly concentrations above the standard is equal to or
less than one. The 8-hour O3 standard is attained when the 3-year average of the 4th highest daily
concentrations is 0.075 ppm (75 ppb) or less. The 24-hour PM1o standard is attained when the 3-year
average of the 99th percentile of monitored concentrations is less than 150 pg/ms3. The 24-hour PM25
standard is attained when the 3-year average of 98th percentiles is less than 35 pg/m3. Except for the
national particulate standards, annual standards are met if the annual average falls below the standard at
every site. The national annual particulate standard for PMio is met if the 3-year average falls below the
standard at every site. The annual PM2s standard is met if the 3-year average of annual averages
spatially-averaged across officially designed clusters of sites falls below the standard.

3 National air quality standards are set by the USEPA at levels determined to be protective of public health
with an adequate margin of safety.

4 Final designations effective July 20, 2012.

5 The national 1-hour Oz standard was revoked by the USEPA on June 15, 2005.

6 1n April 1998, the Bay Area was redesignated to attainment for the national 8-hour CO standard.

7 In June 2002, CARB established new annual standards for PM2.s and PMzo.

8 Statewide VRP Standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in sufficient amount to produce an
extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer when the relative humidity is less than 70 percent. This
standard is intended to limit the frequency and severity of visibility impairment due to regional haze and is
equivalent to a 10-mile nominal visual range.

® The 8-hour California ozone standard was approved by CARB in 2005 effective May 17, 2006.

100n January 9, 2013, the USEPA issued a final rule to determine that the Bay Area attains the 24-hour
PMz.s national standard. This USEPA rule suspends key SIP requirements as long as monitoring data
continue to show that the Bay Area attains the standard. Despite this USEPA action, the Bay Area would
continue to be designated as “non-attainment” for the national 24-hour PM2.s standard until such time as
the Air District submits a “redesignation request” and a “maintenance plan” to the USEPA, and the
USEPA approves the proposed redesignation.

11 To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average
at each monitor within an area must not exceed 0.100 ppm (effective January 22, 2010).

12.0n June 2, 2010, the USEPA established a new 1-hour SO2 standard, effective August 23, 2010, which
is based on the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations.
The existing 0.030 ppm annual and 0.14 ppm 24-hour SO2 NAAQS however must continue to be used
until 1 year following the USEPA'’s initial designations of the new 1-hour SO2 NAAQS.

13 CARB has identified lead and C2HsCl as “toxic air contaminants” with no threshold level of exposure
below which there are no adverse health effects determined.

14 National lead standard, rolling 3-month average: Final designations effective December 31, 2011.

151n 2012, the USEPA strengthened the annual PM2s NAAQS from 15.0 to 12.0 yg/m3. In December
2014, the USEPA issued final area designations for the 2012 primary annual PM2.s NAAQS. Areas
designated “unclassifiable/attainment” must continue to take steps to prevent their air quality from
deteriorating to unhealthy levels. The effective date of this standard is April 15, 2015.

October 2016 3-11 Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
Project MND



https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/01/09/2013-00170/determination-of-attainment-for-the-san-francisco-bay-area-nonattainment-area-for-the-2006-fine

~NOo o wWN PR

10

Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Air Quality

Table 3.3-2.  Criteria Air Pollutants Data Summary (Bethel Island Road Station)

Pollutant A"ﬂ;g;”g Applicable Standard 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013|2014
Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.106 | 0.091 | 0.098 |0.082 |0.092
LHour I hays > CAAQS (0.09 ppm) 3 0 1 o | o
%Z:)’”e Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.086 | 0.078 | 0.087 |0.075 | 0.071
8 Hours | Days > NAAQS (0.075 ppm) 4 2 2 0 0
Days > CAAQS (0.07 ppm) 7 4 4 1 1
Maximum Concentration (ng/m3) 69.6 | 495 | 52.3 | 50.7 | 61.3
D‘Zrt ttig;“ate 24 Hours | Days > CAAQS (50 ug/m?) 1 0 1 1 1
(PMio) Days > NAAQS (150 pg/m3) 0 0 0 0 0
Annual | State Annual Average (20 pug/m3) 18.7 | 179 | 141 | n/a | nla
Maximum Concentration (ppm) 2.9 3.0 2.8 2.8 2.5
Carbon 1 Hour | Days > CAAQS (20 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0
Monoxide Days > NAAQS (35 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0
(CO)* 8 Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.83 | 0.95 | 0.89 n/a n/a
ours Days > CAAQS (9.0 ppm) 0 0 0 n/a n/a
Nitrogen Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.032 | 0.036 | 0.032 | 0.033|0.034
Dioxide 1 Hour
(NO2) De.1y5 > C'AAQS (0.18 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0
Annual Arithmetic Average (0.053 ppm) 0.006 | 0.006 | 0.006 | n/a |0.005

Source: California Air Resources Board (CARB) 2016 and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) 2016.

Acronyms: AAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards; pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter;
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards; ppm = parts per million; n/a = sufficient data not
available to determine the value.

Notes:

1 8-hour CO averages and related statistics are available at Bethel Island Road between 1981 and
2012. 1-hour CO monitored data are from USEPA AirData Website:
www.epa.gov/airdata/ad_rep_mon.html.

* Estimated/measured numbers of recorded concentrations above NAAQS are shown in bold.

* Ambient data for SOz and airborne lead are not included in this table since the Basin is currently in
compliance with state and federal standards for these pollutants.

The land surrounding the Project site consists primarily of natural lands managed for
wildlife, hunting, and similar uses. The nearest residential sensitive receptors are
located in the Contra Costa County community of Bay Point, located approximately 3.5
miles south of the South Work Area and Honker Bay. The closest school is Shore Acres
Elementary School, which is also located in Bay Point, approximately 4 miles south of
the Project’s South Work Area. The nearest medical facility is Concentra Medical Center
located in Pittsburg, approximately 4 miles southeast of the Project site.

3.3.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to air quality and relevant to the
Project are identified in Appendix A.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Air Quality

3.3.2.1 Bay Area Air Quality Management District

At the regional level, the BAAQMD has jurisdiction over the nine-county SFBAAB and is
responsible for attaining and maintaining air quality in the SFBAAB within federal and
state air quality standards, as established by the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and
California Clean Air Act (CCAA), respectively. The BAAQMD has the responsibility to
monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the SFBAAB and to develop and
implement strategies to attain applicable federal and state standards. The BAAQMD
(2010a) adopted the most recent air quality plan, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, on
September 15, 2010. The 2010 Clean Air Plan serves to:

e Update the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with the requirements
of the CCAA to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone;

e Provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and
GHGs in a single, integrated plan; and

e Establish emission-control measures to be adopted or implemented.

The 2010 Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals:
e Attain air quality standards;
e Reduce population exposure and protect public health in the SFBAAB; and

e Reduce GHG emissions and protect the climate.

The 2010 Clean Air Plan represents the most current applicable air quality plan for the
SFBAAB. Consistency with this plan is the basis for determining whether the Project
would conflict with or obstruct the implementation of air quality plans.

BAAQMD (2010b) developed and adopted quantitative thresholds of significance for
their CEQA guidelines in 2010 based on projected regional growth and development;
however, the agency, following a legal challenge,* currently recommends that lead
agencies independently determine appropriate air quality thresholds of significance
based on substantial evidence in the record. The 2010 thresholds included in BAAQMD
(2011) are used in this analysis based on the following independent determination.

4 BAAQMD’s adoption of the 2010 thresholds of significance was challenged, resulting in a court-ordered
ruling issued March 5, 2012, in California Building Industry Association v. BAAQMD, Alameda County
Superior Court Case No. RGI0548693. BAAQMD (2012) subsequently released updated guidelines
with references to CEQA thresholds removed. BAAQMD later appealed the ruling, and the judgment
was reversed on August 13, 2013, by the State Court of Appeal, First Appellate District. The Court of
Appeal's decision was appealed to the California Supreme Court, which granted limited review of a
portion of the California Building Industry Association’s original claims. The scope of the review was
limited to the question of whether or not CEQA requires an analysis of how existing environmental
conditions would impact future users of a proposed project. A decision issued on December 17, 2015,
stated that CEQA does not generally require an agency to consider these effects.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Air Quality

BAAQMD released the “Proposed Thresholds of Significance” in 2009, which
listed the proposed thresholds for criteria pollutants, GHGs, community risk and
hazards, and odors. BAAQMD researched existing and projected sources of air
guality contaminants and designed the 2010 thresholds to comply with state and
federal standards (see Table 3.3-4).

The use of the criteria pollutant thresholds for the purposes of this Project are
supported by the fact that the thresholds were developed through a quantitative
examination of the efficacy of fugitive dust MMs and a quantitative examination of
statewide non-attainment emissions.

Based on the substantial evidence described above, the CSLC concludes that
BAAQMD’s analysis of the level at which a pollutant would potentially
significantly affect air quality is scientifically sound, and CSLC will utilize the
thresholds for review of the Project.

Table 3.3-3.  Criteria Air Pollutant and Health Risk Significance Thresholds

Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds
Pollutant Average Daily Emissions Average Daily Maximum Annual
(pounds/day) Emissions (pounds/day) | Emissions (tons/year)
ROG 54 54 10
NOXx 54 54 10
PM1o 82 (exhaust) 82 15
PMz2.s 54 (exhaust) 54 10

Fugitive Dust

Construction Dust

Ordinance or other BMPs Not Applicable

Risk and Hazards Plan OR

for new sources Same as Operational Increased cancer risk of > 10.0 in a million
and receptors Thresholds Increased non-cancer risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index
(Individual Project) (Chronic or Acute)

Compliance with Qualified Community Risk Reduction

Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.3 yg/m? annual average

Risk and Hazards Plan OR

for new sources Cancer: > 100 in a million (from all local sources)
and receptors
(Cumulative sources) (Chronic)

Threshold) PM2.5: > 0.8 ug/m3 annual average (from all local

Compliance with Qualified Community Risk Reduction

Same as Operational

Thresholds Non-cancer: > 10.0 Hazard Index (from all local

sources)

Acronyms: ug/m? = micrograms per cubic meter; BMP = Best Management Practice; NOx = oxides of
nitrogen; PM1o = particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns; PMzs = particulate

matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 micrometers; ROG = reactive organic gases.

Criteria Air Pollutants

In accordance with the State and Federal CAAs, air pollutant standards are identified for
six criteria air pollutants: ozone, CO, PM, nitrogen dioxide (NO3z), sulfur dioxide (SO2),
and lead. These pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants because they are regulated
by developing specific criteria based on public health and welfare as the basis for
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Air Quality

setting permissible levels. In general, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of
most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards. The SFBAAB is
designated as either in attainment or unclassified for most criteria pollutants with the
exception of ozone, PM2.s, and PMao, for which these pollutants are designated as non-
attainment for either state or federal standards (see Table 3.3-1, above).

Regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient
in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s
individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts. If a project’s
incremental contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considerable, then the
project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.

Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during project
construction and operation. Table 3.3-3 identifies air quality significance thresholds
based on the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Projects that would result in
criteria air pollutant emissions below these thresholds would not violate an air quality
standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the SFBAAB.

Ozone Precursors

The SFBAAB is designated as non-attainment for ozone and PM. Ozone is a secondary
air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical
reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The
potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air
pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, are
based on the CCAA and Federal CAA emissions limits for stationary sources. To ensure
that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality
standard, BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits
criteria air pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For
ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10
tons per year (or 54 pounds per day). These levels represent emissions by which new
sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.

Particulate Matter (PM1o and PMz25) and Fugitive Dust

The Federal New Source Review program was created by the Federal CAA to ensure
that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is consistent
with attainment of federal health-based ambient air quality standards. Emissions limits
under the Federal New Source Review for PMio and PMzs are 15 and 10 tons per year
(82 and 54 pounds per day), respectively. These limits represent levels at which a
source is not expected to impact air quality. Although the regulations specified above
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Air Quality

apply to new or modified stationary sources, land use development projects result in
ROG, NOx PMio, and PMz2s emissions from increases in vehicle trips, architectural
coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to
the construction and operational phases of land use projects, and those projects that
result in emissions below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in ozone
precursors or particulate matter. Due to the temporary nature of this Project’s activities,
only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions.

Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies
have shown that the application of individual best management practices (BMPs) at
construction sites can reduce fugitive dust by 10 to 98 percent depending on the
measure (Western Regional Air Partnership 2006). The BAAQMD has identified several
BMPs to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.

Local Health Risks and Hazards

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants
(TACs). TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of
causing chronic (i.e., long duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse
effects to human health, including carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs
include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, and mortality. There are hundreds
of different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly
in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a
hazard that is many times greater than another.

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are
regulated by the BAAQMD using a risk-based approach to determine which sources
and pollutants to control as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an
analysis in which human health exposure to toxic substances is estimated, and
considered together with information regarding the toxic potency of the substances, to
provide quantitative estimates of health risks.

The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines establish a relevant zone of influence for an
assessment of project-level and cumulative health risks to sensitive receptors within
1,000 feet of a project site from exposure to TACs. Project construction-related or
operational TAC impacts to sensitive receptors within the zone of influence that exceed
any of the following thresholds are considered significant:

e An excess cancer risk level of more than 10 in one million or a non-cancer
hazard index greater than 1.0.

¢ An incremental increase of greater than 0.3 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3)
for annual average PM2.s concentrations.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Air Quality

Cumulative impacts from TACs emitted from freeways, state highways, or high volume
roadways (i.e., the latter defined as having traffic volumes of 10,000 vehicles or more
per day or 1,000 trucks per day), and from all BAAQMD-permitted stationary sources
within the zone that exceed any of the following thresholds at any sensitive receptor, are
considered cumulatively significant:

e A combined excess cancer risk level of more than 100 in one million.
e A combined non-cancer hazard index greater than 10.0.

e A combined incremental increase in annual average PMz2.s concentrations greater
than 0.8 ug/m3.

These local health risk and hazard thresholds are also listed above in Table 3.3-4.
3.3.2.2 Solano County

At the local level, the Solano County General Plan Public Health and Safety Chapter
includes policies and implementation programs that aim to improve local and regional
air quality throughout the County (Solano County 2015a). The following air quality
policies may be applicable to the Project:

e Policy HS.P-44: Minimize health impacts from sources of toxic air contaminants,
both stationary (e.g., refineries, manufacturing plants) as well as mobile sources
(e.g., freeways, rail yards, commercial trucking operations).

e Implementation Program HS.I-54: Require the implementation of best
management practices to reduce air pollutant emissions associated with the
construction of all development and infrastructure projects.

3.3.3 Impact Analysis

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Less than Significant Impact. The BAAQMD guidelines recommend that a project’s
potential to conflict with the 2010 Clean Air Plan be determined by evaluating the
project’s consistency with BAAQMD CEQA significance thresholds. The Project would
generate emissions during construction from construction equipment, marine engines,
and haul and worker vehicle trips. As discussed in Checklist Item b), emissions of ROG,
NOx, and PM generated during Project construction would not exceed BAAQMD CEQA
significance thresholds.

The Project would replace an approximately 1.2-mile segment of the Bay Area Pipe
Line (BAPL) that runs through Mallard Farms. The replacement pipeline segment would
be the same size as the existing pipe, and the Project would not increase BAPL
capacity or throughput. Therefore, the Project would not result in a substantial increase
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Air Quality

in operational emissions compared to existing conditions and would not be anticipated
to result in operational emissions exceeding BAAQMD CEQA significance thresholds.

Because construction and operational emissions would not exceed BAAQMD CEQA
significance thresholds, the Project would not have regionally significant impacts
impeding the implementation of the control strategies or the attainment of goals set in
the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, this impact would have a less than
significant impact on the implementation of applicable air quality plans.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would generate emissions during both
construction and operation.

e Project construction emissions would result from construction equipment, marine
engines, and haul truck and worker vehicle trips. These emissions are discussed
in greater detail below.

e Regarding pipeline operations, the replacement pipe segment would be the same
size as the existing pipe, and the Project would not increase the capacity or
throughput of the BAPL. Therefore, operations would not be anticipated to result
in an increase in operational emissions and impacts would be less than
significant, and are not discussed further in this document.

Emissions from construction equipment and vehicle trips were calculated using the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) v2013.2.2. CalEEMod uses widely
accepted models for emission estimates and default data from sources such as USEPA
AP-42 emission factors, CARB vehicle emission models, and agency studies such as by
the California Energy Commission (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
2013). Project-specific data, including equipment lists, operating schedules, and vehicle
activity rates, were used as inputs to the model. Detailed CalEEMod model output and
the construction equipment list are included in Appendix B. Emissions from marine
engines, including barges and tugboats, were estimated using manual spreadsheet
calculations based on Project-specific equipment lists and activity data, and emission
factors were derived from CARB’s OFFROAD2011 modules for harbor craft emissions.
Emissions calculation methodologies, assumptions, and details are provided in
Appendix B.

Total Project construction emissions were estimated, and a daily average emissions
rate was calculated for comparison with applicable significance thresholds. Based on
the construction schedule, this analysis assumes that construction activities would be
completed over approximately 4 months total. Average daily emissions were calculated
using this 4-month construction duration, assuming 30 working days per month.
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Emissions calculations for each work component are summarized in Table 3.3-4 and
included in Appendix B. The Project would not violate any air quality standards or
contribute substantially to any existing or projected air quality violation because Project-
related emissions do not exceed BAAQMD significance thresholds.

Table 3.3-4. Project Construction Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Construction Source Emissions (tons)
Work Component Exhaust | Exhaust
ROG NOx PMio PMos
Horizontal Directional Drilling 0.04 0.68 0.02 0.02
Pipeline Replacement 0.06 0.61 0.02 0.02
Construction Office? 0.01 0.17 <0.01 <0.01
Marine Construction Equipment? 0.23 1.62 0.06 0.06
Total Construction Emissions (tons)®| 0.34 3.08 0.10 0.10
Average Daily Construction Emissions (Ibs/day)* 5.6 51.4 1.7 1.6
BAAQMD Daily Threshold (Ibs/day) 54 54 82 54
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Acronyms: BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District; Ibs/day = pounds per day; NOx =
oxides of nitrogen; PM1o and PMzs = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter or
2.5 micrometers in diameter, respectively; ROG = reactive organic gases.

Notes:

1 Construction office activities include the operation of vehicles and off-road equipment.

2 Marine equipment activities include the operation of marine vessels, vehicles, and off-road equipment.

8 Totals in the table may not exactly add up due to rounding.

4 Average daily emissions calculated assuming construction activities occur over 4 months at 30 days per
month.

The BAAQMD does not have quantitative mass emissions thresholds for fugitive PM1o
and PMzss dust. Instead, the BAAQMD recommends the implementation of applicable
BMPs to reduce fugitive dust emissions, such as the following Basic Construction
Mitigation Measures listed in the BAAQMD 2011 CEQA Guidelines:

e All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas,
and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.

e All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material offsite shall be
covered.

e All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using
wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited.

¢ All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour.

e All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon
as possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless
seeding or soil binders are used.
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e Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use
or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California
airborne toxics control measure [Cal. Code Regs., tit. 13, § 2485]). Clear signage
shall be provided for construction workers at all access points.

e All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance
with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified
visible emissions evaluator.

e Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at
the lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take
corrective action within 48 hours. The Air District's phone number shall also be
visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.

The Project would incorporate applicable dust control measures that are consistent with
BAAQMD-recommended control measures. Therefore, fugitive dust impacts from
Project construction would be less than significant.

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
guantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Less than Significant Impact. The SFBAAB is designated as a nonattainment area for
state and national ozone standards and national particulate matter ambient air quality
standards. Past, present, and future development projects contribute to the region’s
adverse air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. In developing thresholds of
significance for air pollutants, BAAQMD considered the emission levels for which a
project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable. If a project does not
exceed the identified significance thresholds, its emissions would not be cumulatively
considerable, resulting in less than significant air quality impacts on the region’s existing
air quality conditions. Therefore, additional analysis to assess cumulative impacts is
unnecessary. Based on the Project-level analysis described above in Checklist Item b),
Project construction and operational criteria pollutant emissions would not exceed
BAAQMD CEQA significance thresholds. Therefore, pursuant to the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines, the Project would not be cumulatively considerable, and would result in a
less than significant cumulative impact.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less than Significant Impact. Diesel particulate matter (DPM) exhaust emissions
generated during Project construction would result from the use of heavy equipment
and marine engines. DPM is classified as a TAC by the CARB and poses potential
carcinogenic and chronic non-cancer health risks. No sensitive receptors are located
within the 1,000-foot zone of influence around the Project site recommended by the
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BAAQMD for screening of Project-level and cumulative health risks. The closest
sensitive receptor locations to the construction area are Shore Acres Elementary School
in Bay Point, approximately 4 miles south of the South Work Area, and the Concentra
Medical Center located in Pittsburg, approximately 4 miles southeast of the Project
area. Because of this distance and the dispersive properties of DPM (Zhu et al. 2002),
the Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Therefore, the Project’s impact would be considered less than significant.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less than Significant Impact. The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depends
on numerous factors, including the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind
speed and direction; and the sensitivity of the receptors. Although offensive odors rarely
cause any physical harm, they can be very unpleasant, leading to considerable distress
among the public and cause citizens to submit complaints to local governments and
regulatory agencies. Projects with the potential to frequently expose individuals to
objectionable odors are deemed to have a significant impact. Typical odor-generating
facilities include wastewater treatment facilities, sanitary landfills, composting facilities,
petroleum refineries, chemical manufacturing plants, and food processing facilities.

As described in Checklist Item d) above, Project construction equipment would
generate DPM exhaust, which some individuals consider offensive; however, the
Project area is not located near any sensitive receptors. Because of the distance and
the temporary nature of construction activities, the potential for objectionable odors to
reach the nearest receptor is expected to be negligible. These distant and temporary
activities are not expected to cause a significant odor impact on a substantial number of
sensitive receptors, nor would they expose a substantial number of receptors to odor
emissions. Therefore, the Project’s impact would be less than significant.

3.3.4 Mitigation Summary

The Project would not result in significant impacts to Air Quality; therefore, no mitigation
is required.
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the
Project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, orother means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or State habitat

conservation plan?

3.4.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County and
extends into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from the shore (Figure 1-1). Suisun
Marsh is the largest contiguous brackish marsh remaining on the west coast of North
America and is a critical part of the San Francisco Bay-Delta estuary ecosystem.
Encompassing 116,000 acres, Suisun Marsh includes 52,000 acres of managed
wetlands, 30,000 acres of bays and sloughs, 27,700 acres of uplands, and 6,300 acres
of tidal wetlands. Suisun Marsh serves as the resting and feeding ground for tens of
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thousands of wintering and migrating waterfowl and provides habitat for more than 221
species of birds.

The Project area contains both terrestrial and estuarine environments including tidally
influenced freshwater sloughs, brackish marsh, and tidal bay wetlands. Marshland and
sloughs on-site are either currently or historically managed with engineered earthen
levees and tide gates, and exhibit either muted or direct tidal influence.

Terrestrial environments are found in and around the North Work Area, access roads,
and staging areas (see Figure 3.4-1). The North Work Area is located in a seasonally-
inundated managed brackish marsh and is bordered to the north by a levee that
separates it from an unvegetated engineered slough channel (Steve’s Ditch). Inundation
is controlled primarily by two CDFW-operated tide gates north and south of the work
area. The water used for inundation is controlled by the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR), and entrainment of fish is avoided through the use of dual fish
screens. CDFW typically opens the gates to flood the area just before waterfowl hunting
season (September) and closes the gates just after the close of the season (February).
The North Work Area is also within the boundaries of the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area,
where seasonal hunting occurs. Elk hunting season begins in late July and continues
through late September, and waterfowl hunting season begins in October and continues
through February. During these hunting seasons, access to the Grizzly Island Wildlife
Area is heavily restricted by CDFW.

The South Work Area is in an open water estuarine environment in Honker Bay
approximately 350 feet from shore. Water depth at the South Work Area ranges from 5
feet deep (during mean lower low water) to 10.8 feet deep (during mean higher high
water). The substrate in the South Work Area is bay mud.

3.4.1.1 Habitat Types
Wetlands

Wetlands in the Project area are emergent wetlands characterized by brackish water,
which results from the mixing of more saline tidal waters from Suisun Bay and
freshwater inputs from the Sacramento River and sloughs that pass through Suisun
Marsh on their way into Suisun Bay. Marshland and sloughs on-site are either currently
or historically managed with engineered earthen levees and tide gates, and exhibit
either muted tidal influence or inundation managed using culverts and gates. Two
distinct segments of brackish emergent wetlands occur and are distinguished by levees
and inundation regimes. One segment, the Mallard Farms tract, is subject to tidal
inundation resulting from a breach in the outer levee between the Mallard Farms tract
and Honker Bay. This area exhibits a muted tidal influence and is largely open water.
Tide gates control inundation in the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area.
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Figure 3.4-1. Habitat Map
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The brackish wetland community in the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area, at the location of
the North Work Area, supports two vegetation strata. The upper stratum is composed of
tall, dense stands dominated by common reed (Phragmites australis) and broadleaved
cattails (Typha latifolia). The lower stratum is dominated by herbaceous vegetation,
such as common tule (Schoenoplectus acutus), brass buttons (Cotula coronopifolia),
coastal salt grass (Distichlis spicata), alkali heath (Frankenia salina), fat hen (Atriplex
prostrata), rabbitsfoot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis), and pickleweed (Salicornia
pacifica). Dense pickleweed patches are absent from the Project area and only four
very small patches of pickleweed plants have been observed in the North Work Area.
No other pickleweed was identified in the Project area.

The brackish marsh community to the south in the Mallard Farms tract is permanently
inundated due to the levee breach, and supports multiple species that typically form a
tall, dense stand of vegetation and overlap the perimeter of the open water. The
vegetation is dominated by common reed. Other vegetation observed in this area
includes common tule and broadleaved cattails in variable abundance.

Upland/Ruderal Vegetation

The tops and edges of levees near the work and staging areas and access routes
primarily feature invasive upland species including poison hemlock (Conium maculatum),
Italian ryegrass (Festuca perennis), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), fennel (Foeniculum
vulgare), or native upland species historically present along marsh edges including
California rose (Rosa californica), coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), gumweed (Grindelia
stricta), alkali mallow (Malvella leprosa), and salt sand spurry (Spergularia spp.).

Disturbed Areas

Staging Area 1 is bordered by a tidal slough to the east and north, and by brackish
marsh to the west. Staging Area 1 contains gravel covered by patchy vegetation. The
area is used as a camp during hunting seasons and several small buildings and building
materials are located within the site, indicating regular disturbance. Staging Area 2 is
bordered by a dirt road, an engineered slough channel to the north, and a brackish
marsh to the south. Staging Area 2 contains gravel covered by patchy grass. Several
trailers, two boats, two shipping containers, and a vehicle were present at Staging Area
2 during a February 2016 site visit, indicating previous disturbance of the site.

Open Water

Open-water areas consist of deeper water depths in the Project area that do not support
emergent wetland vegetation. These are in Honker Bay and in the inundated areas of
the Mallard Farms tract. The areas within Mallard Farms are subject to a muted tidal
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regime as a result of water entering through levee breaches. Honker Bay experiences
direct tidal influence with a mean tidal range of 5.8 feet.

Eelgrass has not been mapped in the South Work Area, but sago pondweed (Stuckenia
pectinata) was mapped nearer to shore than the work area at less than 3 percent cover
during a 2012 survey (Boyer et al. 2012).

Sensitive Natural Communities and Designated Critical Habitat

No sensitive natural communities are present in the Project area. During the field
review, dominant vegetation in the North Work Area was mapped in general accordance
with the Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer et al. 2009). The results of the
vegetation mapping were compared with the List of Vegetation Alliances and
Associations (or Natural Communities List) (CDFW 2010) to determine if any of the
identified natural communities represent a high-quality example of a sensitive natural
community (those with a State Rank® of 3 or higher). One plant species, alkali health
(Frankenia salina), was found within a small portion of the North Work Area. Within this
small patch, few co-dominant herbaceous vegetation species typically associated with a
high-quality example of this community were observed. Furthermore, the North Work
Area is subject to management for waterfowl by seasonal flooding controlled through
tide gates, and this population of alkali health does not receive the normal hydrological
regime or tidal fluctuations. For these reasons, it is not considered a sensitive natural
community.

Designated critical habitat has not been identified at the North Work Area, staging
areas, or the access roads. However, the South Work Area is within designated critical
habitat for the following federally-listed species:

e Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)
Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU);

e Southern Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of the North American green
sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris; hereinafter referred to as green sturgeon); and

e Delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus).

The South Work Area is also located within Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for various life
stages of fish species that are managed in accordance with the following Fishery
Management Plans (FMPs), under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act:

5 State Rank 3 is a community that is classified as vulnerable. The community is vulnerable in California
due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread
declines, or other factors making it vulnerable to extirpation.
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¢ Pacific Groundfish FMP: various species of rockfishes, flatfishes, sharks;

e Coastal Pelagic FMP: northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax), Pacific sardine
(Sardinops sagax caerulea), jack mackerel (Trachurus symmetricus); and

e Pacific Coast Salmon FMP: Chinook and coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch).

In addition, the portion of the Project within Honker Bay (South Work Area) is
designated as a Habitat Area of Particular Concern (HAPC), which is described in the
regulations as a subset of EFH that is rare, particularly susceptible to human-induced
degradation, especially ecologically important, or located in an environmentally stressed
area.

3.4.1.2 Special-Status Species

Based on reviews of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), an official
species list from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), a U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) Information Planning and Conservation official species list, a
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) query, other available public documents, and in
coordination with CDFW, several special-status species have the potential to occur in
the Project vicinity (Table 3.4-1). The determinations for the potential to occur in the
Project area are based on the range of the species, the habitat requirements of the
species, and the habitats present within the Project area, as well as a number of site
visits conducted to gather information about the vegetation and wildlife present.
Appendix C provides a list of wildlife species observed in the Project area.

The Project area is located outside of the known geographic range and lacks suitable
habitat for many of the special-status species identified in the Project area based on
background research and coordination with CDFW. For these reasons, these special-
status species have no potential to occur in the Project area and are not discussed
here. For many other species, the Project area contains marginal habitat, has very poor-
guality habitat, or is located on the edge of the species’ known geographic or elevation
range; for these reasons, these species have very low potential to occur in the Project
area based on background research and coordination with CDFW. These species are
included in the analysis because potentially suitable habitat is present and the Project is
located in the known geography and elevation range of the species; in some instances,
these species are also included because there are known occurrences in close
proximity to the Project area. The special-status species that have moderate or high
potential to occur, or are present in the Project area, are discussed in more detail in this
analysis. In total, nine federally-listed species, three state-listed species, and one other
special-status or rare species have the potential to occur in the Project area.
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Table 3.4-1. Federal- and State-Listed Species that May Occur in Project Area
C(l)\lr;\rrnné)n Scientific Name | Status Habitat Potential to Occur

Plants

Soft bird’s Chloropyron molle FE, |Upperreaches of coastal Low Potential: Suitable

beak ssp. molle SR, | marsh, at the limit of tidal habitat in vicinity of North

CNPS |influence. Elevations 0-3m. Work Area. Current
1B?! management regime may
preclude species from the
Project area. Not observed
during surveys.

Suisun thistle | Cirsium FE, |Riparian, salt, and brackish Low Potential: Suitable
hydrophilum var. CNPS | marshes. Elevations 0-1m. habitat present in Project
hydrophilum 1B area. Current management

regime may preclude
species from Project area.
Not observed during
surveys.

Mason’s Lilaeopsis masonii | SR, | Occurs in riparian, freshwater | Low Potential: Suitable

lilaeopsis CNPS | marsh, and brackish habitat occurs in the vicinity

1B marshes. Common in Suisun | of the North Work Area and
Bay. Exploits newly along the right-of-way.
deposited or exposed
sediment. Elevation 0-10m.

Reptiles

Giant garter | Thamnophis gigas | FT, ST | Freshwater marsh, slow flow |Low Potential: Habitat

shake streams, canals, and along access roads is

irrigation ditches. atypical for species
(brackish); however, a recent
occurrence was recorded on
levee access roads.
No Potential: In North or
South Work Areas, no
potential to occur due to lack
of suitable habitat.

Fish

Chinook Oncorhynchus FT, ST | Populations occur in Moderate Potential:

salmon tshawytscha Sacramento River and its Suitable habitat is present in

e Central tributaries; migratory runs Project area.

Valley spring- pass through the Delta.

run FE, SE

e Sacramento

River winter-

run

Steelhead Oncorhynchus FT Populations occur in Moderate Potential: May

(Central mykiss irideus Sacramento and San occur in open water areas

Valley DPS) Joaquin rivers and their within Project area.

tributaries; migratory runs
pass through the Delta.

Delta smelt Hypomesus FC, SE | Range includes San Pablo Moderate Potential: May
transpacificus and Suisun Bays up to occur in open water areas

freshwater tributaries; most
common in low salinities (0.2
to 5.0 ppt), high turbidities,
and moderate temperatures.

within Project area if salinity
regime at the time of
construction is suitable.

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement

Project MND

3-28

October 2016




Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Biological Resources

Table 3.4-1. Federal- and State-Listed Species that May Occur in Project Area
C(l)\lr;\rrnné)n Scientific Name | Status Habitat Potential to Occur
Longfin smelt | Spirinchus ST Found in open waters of Moderate Potential: May
thaleichthys estuaries, mostly in middle or | occur in open water areas
bottom of water column in within Project area.
salinities of 15 to 30 ppt.
North Acipenser FT | Juveniles and adults live in Moderate Potential: May
American medirostris oceans and estuaries. occur in open water areas
green Spawning occurs in within the Project area. No
sturgeon freshwater rivers on cobble, | spawning areas occur in the
(southern clean sand, or bedrock. Project area.
DPS)
Birds
California Laterallus ST, FP | Freshwater marshes, wet Moderate Potential: Marsh
black rail jamaicensis meadows, and shallow vegetation in the vicinity of
coturniculus margins of saltwater marshes | North Work Area may
bordering larger bays. Needs | provide temporary shelter
water depths of about 1 inch | but does not support
that do not fluctuate during roosting or nesting habitat.
the year and dense Species observed in
vegetation for nesting habitat. | proximity to the North Work
Area.
Swainson’s Buteo swainsoni ST Breeds in grasslands with Observed/Low Potential:
hawk scattered trees, juniper-sage | No suitable nesting and
flats, riparian areas, roosting habitat in Project
savannahs, and agricultural | area, but species was
or ranch lands. Requires observed during a site visit.
adjacent suitable foraging Potential foraging habitat
areas (e.g., grasslands, or present.
alfalfa or grain fields that
support rodent populations).
Ridgway’s rail | Rallus obsoletus FE, | Saltwater and brackish Low Potential: Marsh
(formerly SE, FP | marshes traversed by tidal vegetation in vicinity of North
California sloughs around San Work Area may provide
clapper rail) Francisco Bay. Associated temporary shelter; however,
with abundant growth of Project area does not
pickleweed. Feeds away support roosting or nesting
from cover on invertebrates | habitat.
from mud-bottomed sloughs.
Mammals
Salt marsh Reithrodontomys FE, Found only in saline or Moderate Potential: Habitat
harvest raviventris SE, FP | brackish upland, emergent in Project area does not
mouse wetlands of San Francisco appear to be suitable for

Bay and its tributaries.
Pickleweed is its primary
habitat. They do not burrow,
but build loosely organized
nests and require higher
areas for flood escape.

species. However, species
has been observed in similar
habitats within Grizzly Island
Wildlife Area (Thompson
2016).

Acronyms: CNPS = California Native Plant Society; DPS = Distinct Population Segment; FE = Federally
Endangered; FP = Fully Protected; FT = Federally Threatened; ppt = parts per thousand; SE = State

Endangered; SR = State Rare; ST = State Threatened.
Note: 1 CNPS List 1.B = Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere.

October 2016

3-29

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement

Project MND




O oo ~NOOLhEWN =

I el S =
A WDNEO

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32
33
34
35
36

Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Biological Resources

Plants

Several special-status plant species are known to occur within a 5-mile radius of the
Project area (CDFW 2016a). Based on these known occurrences in the vicinity of the
Project and the presence of potentially suitable habitat in the vicinity of the Project,
three species were considered to have potential to occur in the Project area: Mason’s
lilaeopsis (Lilaeopsis masonii), Suisun thistle (Cirsium hydrophilum var. hydrophilum),
and soft bird’s beak (Chloropyron molle ssp. molle). However, for these species, field
surveys indicated that the Project area is largely devoid of suitable habitat, the habitat
present is degraded (e.g., staging areas), or the habitat management regime
(flooding/draining) is inappropriate for these species. As a result, the potential for
special-status plant species to occur in the Project area is low. Various field surveys
were conducted to identify plant species within the Project area, however, no rare or
special-status plants were observed. A list of plant species observed in the Project area
is included in Appendix C.

Reptiles

Only one special-status reptile or amphibian has potential to occur in the Project area:
the giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas). The North Work Area and South Work Area
do not contain habitat for giant garter snake. Giant garter snakes are known to sun
themselves on roads or on the tops of banks adjacent to roadways that vehicles
traverse (USFWS 2015a). Most recently, there was an occurrence of this species along
a nearby levee road near Montezuma Slough. As a result, this species has potential to
occur in the Project Area, specifically along levee roads and near the offloading area at
Montezuma Slough.

Fish

Several special-status fish species have the potential to occur in the Project area. The
potential for special-status fish to occur in the North Work Area is very low because the
work area is located in a managed portion of the marsh that would be drained during the
construction period. Inundation of the area is managed by CDFW, and the water used to
flood the area is managed by DWR (including dual fish screens to avoid fish
entrainment). Special-status fish species are anticipated to be present in the South
Work Area. These species are discussed further below.

Salmonids: The South Work Area is located in the migration corridor for special-status
salmonids. Individual salmonids may be present during their migration from the San
Francisco Bay to natal tributaries and may use the open water areas as foraging habitat
during the smolt emigration period (CalFish 2016). A study conducted by the NMFS
Santa Cruz Laboratory (MacFarlane and Norton 2002) found that the residency time of
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juvenile Chinook salmon within the estuary was about 40 days, with little growth
occurring during that time.

Based on occurrence records gathered from the CNDDB, CDFW'’s Spring Kodiak Trawl
surveys records, CDFW’s 20-millimeter survey, CDFW'’s Fall Midwater Trawl surveys, a
University of California, Davis, Suisun Marsh Fish Study, and on information about the
species’ presence in the San Francisco Bay, a potential exists for salmonids to be
present at low densities in the estuarine portions of the Project area during construction.

Green sturgeon: The entire San Francisco Bay contains adult and juvenile green
sturgeon throughout the year, in both the seawater and mixing zones (Miller and Kaplan
2001). Beginning in late winter, adult green sturgeon enter San Francisco Bay and
migrate through the Carquinez Strait to the Sacramento-San Joaquin system, where
they spawn between April and early July (NMFS 2015). No current or historic spawning
locations for green sturgeon are known in San Francisco Bay drainages outside this
river system. Based on these occurrence records and information about green sturgeon
presence in the San Francisco Bay, a potential exists for green sturgeon to be present
at low densities in the estuarine portions of the Project area during construction.

Delta_smelt/Longfin_smelt: Based on data presented in CDFW’s Fall Midwater Trawl
surveys annual abundance index, and the University of California, Davis, Suisun Marsh
Fish Study, there is a potential for delta smelt and longfin smelt to occur in the South
Work Area at low densities during construction.

Birds

A number of special-status bird species could be present within the Project area.
Special-status bird species include both migratory birds protected under the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), as well as birds listed under the Federal Endangered Species
Act (FESA) and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Nesting birds have
been observed in the Project area and may be present in the Project area during
construction.

Special-status bird species protected under the FESA and CESA have the potential to
occur in or near the Project area: Ridgway’s rail (Rallus obsoletus), California black rail
(Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus), and Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni). Both
Ridgway’s rail and black rail are known to occur in portions of the Suisun Marsh year-
round. The closest known Ridgway’s rail breeding habitat is in the Suisun Marsh,
approximately 8 to 10 miles northwest of the Project area. Other recorded occurrences
are approximately 3.5 miles southwest of the Project area. Ridgway’s rails have not
been observed in Grizzly Island Wildlife Area since 2008 and have not been seen in
Suisun Marsh since 2011 (Graham 2015; Estrella 2016). They are unlikely to occur in
the vicinity of the North Work Area due to poor quality habitat, lack of preferred habitat
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and tidal influence, openness of the habitat related to the management of tidal ponds,
and low density of cover.

California black rails are known to occur in habitats similar to those present in the North
Work Area when they are not flooded (February to September). There are several
CNDDB occurrences of the species in the vicinity of the North Work Area (CDFW
2016a), and they have been observed in Grizzly Island Wildlife Area (Graham 2016).
The California black rail is not expected to occur in the North Work Area during periods
when the pond is flooded (September to February) due to openness, depth of
inundation, and lack of vegetation. The rails are unlikely to nest in the North Work Area
or surrounding areas because they breed in high marsh habitat near regularly inundated
tidal sloughs, and these habitats are not present in the Project area. In addition, the
staging areas, low marsh, and open water areas present in the South Work Area and
between the North and South Work Area do not contain suitable habitat for the
Ridgway’s rail or California black rail (Solano County Water Agency 2012). However,
these species could occur occasionally or incidentally in or near the Project area as they
move between areas of suitable habitat.

Based on site visits and review of aerial photography, no suitable nest trees for
Swainson’s hawk are present within 1,000 feet of the Project area. Five Swainson’s
hawk nests have been recorded within 10 miles of the North Work Area. The closest of
these sites is located 1.6 miles northwest of the North Work Area. Swainson’s hawks
were observed in that vicinity between 2007 and 2011, but none were observed in 2012
(CDFW 2016a). Suitable foraging habitat is present in Suisun Marsh and the North
Work Area, but not present in the open water areas of the South Work Area or the open
water areas area between the North and South Work Areas.

Migratory birds protected under the MBTA may also be present within the Project area.
While wintering and non-breeding migratory birds are not anticipated to be present
during Project construction, there is a moderate to high potential for shoreline, wading,
waterfowl, and select passerines species to be present near the North Work Area based
on an evaluation of the site conditions and the list of observed species. Raptors and
other tree-dependent passerines may also be present, using the Project area for
foraging, but the abundance of water and lack of suitable tree or large shrub nesting
habitat in proximity to the Project likely precludes the species from nesting in the Project
area.

Mammals

Only one special-status mammal species has potential to occur in the Project area: the
salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris). Known occurrences of the salt
marsh harvest mouse are documented in marshes north, east, and west of the Project
area; therefore, salt marsh harvest mice may occur in the Project area. Although the
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habitat at the North Work Area does not appear to be suitable, according to CDFW, the
species has been found in similar habitats within Grizzly Island Wildlife Area (Thompson
2016).

The species has no potential to occur in the open waters of Honker Bay at the South
Work Area and is very unlikely to occur in the open water areas between the North and
South Work Areas (south of the Roaring River Slough) due to the depth of inundation. In
1999, a salt marsh harvest mouse occurrence was recorded in Mallard Farms between
the North and South Work Areas (CDFW 2016a); however, at this time, the levee had
not been breached and the area was likely a managed marsh with seasonal inundation
and drying. Now, the levee is breached and the habitat is a muted tidal marsh with little
vegetation and large amounts of open water. The open water areas are not suitable
habitat for this species (Solano County Water Agency 2012), and therefore, the species
is expected to be absent in the area between the North and South Work Areas.

3.4.1.3 Management in the Suisun Marsh

The Project area occurs in a number of natural resource planning areas, including the
Grizzly Island Wildlife Area, the Suisun Marsh Habitat Management, Preservation, and
Restoration Plan, and the future Solano Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan. They
are briefly described below.

Grizzly Island Wildlife Area

The Grizzly Island Wildlife Area contains eight distinct parcels consisting primarily of
tidal wetlands and artificial (diked) marshes. The area is managed by CDFW to create
more than 12,000 acres of seasonal ponds. Management practices are targeted toward
providing habitat for 100,000 waterfowl that winter in the area each year. The wildlife
area offers recreation, hunting, and fishing, and is closed to the public during the
hunting seasons for tule elk (late July through late September) and waterfowl (October
through the end of February). It is open the last 2 weeks of September for other
recreational uses (CDFW 2015).

Suisun Marsh Habitat Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan

The EIR for the Suisun Marsh Habitat Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan
was completed and certified in 2014. Implementation is expected to be completed over
a 30-year period and is intended to balance the benefits of tidal wetland restoration and
managed wetland enhancements. The Plan addresses habitats and ecological process,
public and private land use, levee system integrity, and water quality through the
restoration of 5,000 to 7,000 acres of tidal marsh and the enhancement of more than
40,000 acres of managed wetlands, maintaining the heritage of waterfowl hunting,
improving water quality for fish and wildlife habitat, and providing other recreational
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opportunities. The EIR for the Plan also requires the implementation of MMs, including
the testing, repair, or replacement of pipelines that have the potential for failure.

Solano Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan

Developed to support an application for incidental take authorization under the FESA,
the Solano Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan covers 37 species, including both
federal and state-listed species. The draft Plan area includes the Project area, which
falls within Covered Activity Zone 3. This zone is primarily for the Habitat Conservation
Plan reserve system, which includes the restoration, enhancement, and creation of
wetlands. Because this Plan is currently being developed by the Solano County Water
Agency and has not been formally adopted, potential conflicts are not discussed further
in this analysis (Solano County Water Agency 2012; USFWS 2015b).

3.4.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to biological resources and relevant to
the Project are identified in Appendix A. At the local level, Solano County has developed
a number of policies to protect and enhance the County’s natural habitats and diverse
plant and animal communities (Solano County 2008b):

e RS.P-1: Protect and enhance the County’s natural habitats and diverse plant and
animal communities, particularly occurrences of special-status species, wetlands,
sensitive natural communities, and habitat connections.

e RS.P-2: Manage the habitat found in natural areas and ensure its ecological
health and ability to sustain diverse flora and fauna.

e RS.P-3: Focus conservation and protection efforts on high-priority habitat areas.

e RS.P-5: Protect and enhance wildlife movement corridors to ensure the health
and long-term survival of local animal and plant populations. Preserve contiguous
habitat areas to increase habitat value and to lower land management costs.

In addition, the following Solano County policies are a component of the Suisun Marsh
Local Protection Program. The following policies apply specifically to the Suisun Marsh
area. These policies address the requirements of the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and
the Suisun Marsh Protection Act of 1977 (Solano County 2008a):

e RS.P-10: The County shall preserve and enhance wherever possible the
diversity of wildlife and aquatic habitats found in the Suisun Marsh and
surrounding upland areas to maintain these unique wildlife resources.

e RS.P-11: The County shall protect its marsh waterways, managed and natural
wetlands, tidal marshes, seasonal marshes, and lowland grasslands, which are
critical habitats for marsh related wildlife.
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e RS.P-12: Existing uses should continue in the upland grasslands and cultivated
areas surrounding the critical habitats of the Suisun Marsh in order to protect the
marsh and preserve valuable marsh-related wildlife habitats. Where feasible, the
value of the upland grasslands and cultivated lands as habitat for marsh-related
wildlife should be enhanced.

e RS.P-15: In marsh areas, the County shall encourage the formation and retention
of parcels of sufficient size to preserve valuable tidal marshes, seasonal
marshes, managed wetlands, and contiguous grassland areas for the protection
of aquatic and wildlife habitat.

e RS.P-16: The County shall ensure that development in the County occurs in a
manner which minimizes impacts of earth disturbance, erosion and water
pollution.

e RS.P-18: The County shall ensure that public access at appropriate locations is
provided and protected along the County’s significant waterways within the
Suisun Marsh.

3.4.3

3.4.4 Impact Analysis

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No permanent, direct impacts to special-status species or their habitats are anticipated
to occur in the Project area; however, Project-related noise and construction activities
may result in minor and temporary direct impacts. Indirect impacts (i.e., Project-related
impacts that are reasonably certain to occur later in time) are not expected to occur.
Following Project completion, habitat in the Project area would be returned to pre-
Project conditions. Potential impacts to habitats and special-status species resulting
from Project-related activities are discussed below.

3.4.4.1 Injury and Mortality

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The potential for the injury and mortality of
special-status species varies by species and work area locations, as discussed below.

North Work Area: Listed fish species would not be present at the North Work Area
during the construction period (May to July) because the work area is located in a
managed portion of the marsh that is drained between February and September. When
inundated, this area of the marsh is shallow and subject to regular seasonal alterations
of inundation and desiccation. Based on management practices in this area and the
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presence of a dual fish screen, there would be no water to support listed fish species in
the North Work Area during the construction period.

Habitat is present for the salt marsh harvest mouse, Ridgway’s rail, California black ralil,
Swainson’s hawk, and giant garter snake in Suisun Marsh. The potential for these
species to occur and the potential impacts associated with the Project are as follows:

Salt marsh harvest mouse: Suitable habitat for the salt marsh harvest mouse is
not present along the levee access roads, in the staging areas, or the South
Work Area (Thompson 2016). The North Work Area is largely devoid of
pickleweed plants and does not appear to have suitable habitat for salt marsh
harvest mice. However, salt marsh harvest mice have been found to inhabit a
wide range of habitats in the Suisun Marsh (Thompson 2016). The species has
been documented from several ponds within the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area that
contain similar vegetation associations as the North Work Area, although no
trapping has been conducted at the North Work Area location (Thompson 2016;
Graham 2016). While the North Work Area is seasonally inundated, which may
preclude the species for 6 months out of the year, this period does not overlap
with the anticipated Project schedule.

MMs would be implemented to avoid take (e.g., injury or mortality) of this
California fully-protected species. MMs that include the use environmental
awareness training (MM BI10O-1); biological monitoring and surveying (MM BIO-2);
the use of exclusion fencing (MM BIO-3); and hand removal of vegetation (MM
BIO-4) are proposed to mitigate potential impacts to the species. Implementation
of MM BI10O-4, which would remove vegetation and install filter fabric at the North
Work Area, would make the habitat temporarily unsuitable for this species, while
the construction of the exclusion fence would prevent the species from moving
into the North Work Area during construction. With the implementation of the
above mentioned MMs, the Project would avoid take of this fully protected
species.

Ridgway’s rail: The staging areas and levee access roads are cleared uplands
and lack suitable habitat for the Ridgway’s rail. Open water present in the South
Work Area and the Mallard Farm Tract (just north of the South Work Area) does
not constitute habitat for Ridgway’s rail. Additionally, low elevation brackish
marsh is too deep and not likely to support the Ridgway’s rail. The North Work
Area contains higher-elevation brackish marsh, however, habitat quality is poor
due to the vegetation types present (alkali heath, broadleaf cattails, and common
reed), low or no cover, and lack of tidal fluctuations. Seasonal flooding at the
North Work Area also inundates the potential (low-quality) nesting habitat.
Despite regular surveys, this species has not been observed within Grizzly Island
Wildlife Area since 2008 (Graham 2016). For these reasons the species is not
likely to occur in the Project area, and no impacts are anticipated.

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 3-36 October 2016
Project MND



O oo ~NOOOLE, WN B

e e ol e
a P WONEFEO

NDNNNNRERE R R
A WNPFPOOONOD®

25
26

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Biological Resources

California black rail: Suitable habitat for this species is not present along the
levee access roads, in the staging areas, or the South Work Area. There are
known occurrences and observations of the species in the general vicinity of the
Project (CDFW 2016a; Graham 2016); however, the species was not observed
during the field surveys. Injury and mortality of the California black rail (a
California fully protected species) would be avoided through the implementation
of MMs that include the use environmental awareness training (MM BIO-1);
biological monitoring and surveying (MM BIO-2); and hand removal of
vegetation, bird deterrents, and nest surveys (MM BI10O-4).

Swainson’s hawk: Suitable nest trees and roosting sites are absent from the
Project area and immediate vicinity. Suitable foraging habitat is present in Suisun
Marsh and the North Work Area, but not present in the open water areas of the
South Work Area or the open water areas area between the North and South
Work Areas. Because the Project would not impact nest trees, eggs, or nesting
young, injury and mortality of this species is not anticipated.

Giant garter snake: The brackish wetlands in the Project area likely preclude the
giant garter snake from the majority of the Project area; however, a recent
occurrence from a nearby levee road suggests that habitat may be present along
levee access roads associated with the Project. Despite this occurrence, the
giant garter snake is not likely to occur within the Project area because the
species is not known to be associated with brackish or salt water environments
present within and adjacent to the Project area. The implementation of MMs that
include environmental awareness training (MM BIO-1) and biological monitoring
and surveying (MM BIO-2) would avoid impacts to this species.

To ensure that potential impacts to these and other special-status species would be
avoided or mitigated to less than significant, the following MMs would be implemented.

MM BIO-1: Environmental Awareness Training. Chevron Pipe Line Company

(CPL) shall ensure that all construction personnel receive mandatory
environmental awareness training. The training shall be provided by a qualified
biologist, approved by California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff, prior to
start of construction activities, and as new personnel are added to the Project.
The environmental awareness training shall familiarize workers with the
special-status species and their habitats, explain the regulatory requirements to
protect special-status species, and describe measures that must be
implemented to avoid and minimize impacts (including observing posted speed
limits and maintaining a 15-mile-per-hour limit on unpaved roads). The training
materials shall be developed and submitted to CSLC staff for approval at least
3 weeks prior to start of Project activities. CPL shall identify a representative as
the person for any employee or contractor to contact if a special-status species
is observed, and shall provide the contact information for both this
representative and the qualified biologist to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,

October 2016 3-37 Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement

Project MND



abh wnN Bk

Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Biological Resources

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and CSLC staffs before construction
commences. The qualified biologist shall maintain a list of contractors who
have received training and shall submit a summary of the awareness training to
CSLC staff within 30 days after construction begins and after construction is
completed.

MM BIO-2: Biological Monitoring and Surveying. Chevron Pipe Line Company
(CPL) shall ensure that the following surveys and/or monitoring activities are
conducted. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist, approved by
California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff in consultation with California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), or National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) staffs.

Pre-Construction Surveys: A pre-construction survey shall be conducted
within 15 days prior to the start of construction at the North Work Area and
staging areas to ensure that no sensitive species are present.

Plant Surveys: Special-status plant surveys shall be conducted during the
appropriate blooming period. If any special-status plants are identified,
they shall be flagged or fenced for avoidance.

Biological Monitoring during Construction: An approved qualified biologist
shall be on-site during all ground-disturbance activities at the North Work
Area. The biologist shall survey the work area before the start of ground
breaking activities each day. The biologist shall have the authority to stop
activities in the event that a special-status species is observed. In the
event that a special-status species is encountered in the Project area
during Project activities, associated work activities at the location shall be
halted immediately and CPL shall contact the appropriate agency (i.e.,
CDFW, USFWS, NMFS) and CSLC staff to discuss ways to proceed with
the Project. Monitoring results shall be summarized in a monthly report
and provided to CSLC staff during construction.

Migratory Bird Monitoring and Protection Measures: For work conducted
within the migratory bird breeding season (February 15 and August 31),
the approved qualified biologist shall complete nesting bird surveys within
15 days prior to Project implementation to determine if migratory birds
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) are nesting in the
Project area. Nest surveys shall follow standard biological survey
methods, and shall be tailored to detect specific species, with visits
planned at appropriate time frames/intervals to detect nesting activity. If
nests are found, the Project biologist shall establish an appropriate buffer
to be in compliance with the MBTA. To prevent encroachment, the
established buffer(s) shall be clearly marked for avoidance and shall
remain in effect until the young have fledged or the nest has been
abandoned, as confirmed by the Project biologist.

If active nests are identified during construction within 50 feet of the North
Work Area (or other distance determined through consultation with the
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USFWS), a biological monitor shall conduct regular (no less than twice per
week) surveys of each active nest to monitor the behavior of the nesting
bird for signs of stress or potential nest failure. The nest survey must be
conducted during active construction, when construction noise is present,
and be of sufficient duration to make an appropriate assessment (up to 1
hour). The biological monitor shall take care to not cause nest disturbance
during monitoring. Weekly reports shall be prepared summarizing the
results of the monitoring, behaviors observed, and actions taken, and shall
be submitted to the USFWS. If nesting birds are found to exhibit signs of
stress or if potential nest failure is suspected, CPL shall obtain
authorization from the USFWS to have the nest either relocated or
removed by an approved professional. If construction activities are
believed to be a direct cause of nest disturbance that may lead to nest
failure, construction activities shall be temporarily halted and/or minimized
until there is a resolution through one of the means discussed above, until
fledging has occurred, or until resumption of construction activities is
approved through consultation with the USFWS.

MM BIO-3: Wildlife Exclusion Fencing. The contractor shall install salt marsh

harvest mouse exclusion fencing around the North Work Area under the
supervision of the biological monitor. Fencing shall be installed immediately
when water levels in the pond allow access to the North Work Area.
Unidirectional escape routes shall be installed in the fencing to allow any
animals to escape the Project area during construction activities if they are in
the work area. The biological monitor shall check the fence at regular intervals
to monitor proper installation and report maintenance needs and check for the
presence of wildlife. Fence inspection intervals shall be based on the planned
construction activities, recent and forecasted weather events, and the results of
pre-construction surveys and previous fence checks.

MM BIO-4: Migratory Bird Avoidance. Between February 1 and February 15

(between the end of waterfowl hunting season when the North Work Area is
flooded and prior to the start of the migratory bird nesting season when
flooding ceases), Chevron Pipe Line Company (CPL) shall initiate ground
disturbance activities in the North Work Area. After a pre-activity survey (MM
BIO-2), the contractor shall trim (using hand tools) the existing vegetation
within the work area (as needed to facilitate the placement of filter fabric) and a
50-foot buffer around the work area, overlay filter fabric, and potentially install
the first layer of base rock for the North Work Area pad. This effort during the
non-breeding season, and immediately following the end of the flooding period,
shall make the North Work Area unattractive to nesting birds during the nesting
season (as well as salt marsh harvest mice that may be moving into the area).
Bird deterrents (i.e., foil streamers, decoys, noise) shall be installed in
consultation with the resources agencies to detract nesting birds from the
Project area and the surrounding area. CPL shall monitor the effectiveness of
the deterrents, make regular inspections of the North Work Area, and make
modifications to the deterrents as necessary. At least 48 hours prior to
installation of the temporary borehole tracking system (e.g., wire coil), a
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qualified biologist shall complete a nest survey within terrestrial environments
along the Horizontal Directional Drilling alignment. Any observed nest will be
marked and identified in the field. During the installation of the surface tracking
system, a qualified biologist shall accompany the construction personnel to
ensure identified nests are avoided along the walking path and placement of
the wire. Any nest markings shall be removed by the qualified biologist during
the removal of the wire coil tracking system. Monitoring results shall be
summarized in a memorandum and provided to California State Lands
Commission staff during construction.

The Project could also impact special-status plant species including soft bird’s-beak and
Suisun thistle should they be present at the North Work Area. Although habitat is
marginal for rare plants and none were observed during previous site visits, the
implementation of MM BIO-2 would ensure that potential impacts to special-status or
rare plant species would be avoided or mitigated to less than significant. In addition,
because Project activities are temporary and short term in nature, no permanent
impacts are anticipated.

South Work Area: Listed fish species with a potential to occur at the South Work Area
include Chinook salmon, steelhead, green sturgeon, and delta and longfin smelt.
Offshore, barges moored to the work platform would sink and rise with the tides and, as
a result, may rest on the bottom during low tides; however, because the tide slowly
recedes over an approximately 6-hour period, any fish beneath the barges would have
time to swim out of the way. In addition, temporary underwater noise would be created
during pile driving activities, which has the potential to impact fish species. This
potential impact is analyzed in detail below; however, with the implementation of the
suggested MM, and given the short duration of pile driving activities, injury and mortality
to listed fish species is not expected to occur. As a result, Project activities in the South
Work Area are not expected to cause injury or mortality to special-status fish species.

Staqing Areas: Due to the existing disturbed conditions and lack of habitat within the
staging areas, special-status species are not expected to occur, and injury and mortality
to special-status species are not anticipated.

Access Roads: Special-status species are generally not expected to use the access and
levee roads except temporarily when moving from one area to another. While it is not
expected that the movement of heavy equipment, daily worker trips, and materials
deliveries on these roads would result in impacts to most special-status species, there
was one recent observation, as described above, of a giant garter snake from a nearby
levee road. As a result, there is a potential for injury and mortality should special-status
species, like the giant garter snake, be present on access and levee roads during
vehicle trips to and from the Project area; however, implementation of MM BIO-1 and
MM BIO-2 would ensure that potential impacts to these species would be avoided or
mitigated to less than significant.
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Summary of Injury and Mortality: As described above, the potential for the injury and
mortality of special-status species varies by species and work area locations; however,
the potential for these effects would be temporary, short in duration, and occur over a
small geographic area. In addition, suitable habitats and other similar habitats are
abundant in the region. Injury and mortality of fully protected species (e.g., salt marsh
harvest mouse, California black rail) would be avoided through the implementation of
MMs. Given the information above and the implementation of MM BIO-1, MM BIO-2,
MM BIO-3, and MM BI0O-4, including minimizing impacts to vegetation and post-Project
site restoration (MM BIO-5 and MM BIO-6, respectively, below), potential impacts to
special-status species resulting in injury or mortality would be avoided or mitigated to
less than significant.

3.4.4.2 Temporary Habitat Disturbance

Less than Significant with Mitigation. While the Project would temporarily disturb
habitat in the Project area, no permanent habitat loss would occur. In the North Work
Area, for example, Project activities would make certain habitats such as wetland
habitat temporarily unavailable to special-status species. However, these areas of
temporary habitat disturbance would be relatively small compared to the total area of
similar habitat in Honker Bay and Suisun Marsh. Potential impacts resulting in
temporary habitat disturbance include the temporary removal of vegetation, shading of
Honker Bay, and disturbance to the bay floor. No impacts to levee roads are expected
beyond maintenance to the surface of the roads in some areas.

Vegetation Disturbance: Temporary habitat disturbance would occur at the North Work
Area for the construction of the work pad. While most of the terrestrial special-status
species have low potential to occur in North Work Area, salt marsh harvest mouse,
migratory birds (e.g., California black rail, Swainson’s hawk), and special-status plants
may be impacted during construction of the pad. Potential impacts to salt marsh harvest
mouse and migratory birds would be avoided or mitigated to less than significant
through the implementation of MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-4, in addition to MM BIO-5
and MM BIO-6, below. In addition to the implementation of MM BIO-2, potential impacts
to special-status plants would be avoided or mitigated to less than significant through
the implementation of the following MMs.

MM BIO-5: North Work Area Vegetation Impact Minimization Plan. At least 2
weeks prior to the start of construction, Chevron Pipe Line Company shall
submit to California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff for approval, and
shall subsequently implement, a North Work Area Vegetation Impact
Minimization Plan. The Plan shall include at least the following elements.

e The North Work Area shall not be graded for construction of the pad.

e In order to preserve the roots and seedbank of plant species, vegetation
shall be trimmed with hand tools to just above ground level in the work
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area (as needed) as well as in a 50-foot buffer, leaving rootstock in
place. The trimmed material shall be left in place on the ground or
stockpiled to be replaced after removal of the pad materials at the end of
construction. Per MM BIO-2, pre-construction surveys and biological
monitoring shall be conducted during vegetation trimming.

Vegetation shall only be excavated in the drill entry and tie-in pit
(maximum size 10 feet by 12 feet by 6 feet). Vegetation and soil from the
excavated pit shall be salvaged and stockpiled separately to be replaced
during site restoration.

MM BIO-6: Revegetation and Monitoring Plan. Following completion of Project
construction, Chevron Pipe Line Company (CPL) shall restore the area to pre-
Project conditions in accordance with a Revegetation and Monitoring Plan. At
least 2 weeks prior to conclusion of construction, CPL shall submit the Plan to
California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff for approval. The Plan shall
include details for site preparation and revegetation methods, monitoring,
performance criteria, and reporting. These elements are subject to modification
through consultation with natural resource agencies.

Site Preparation and Revegetation: All equipment, geotextile mats, rock
fill, and filter fabric shall be removed. Any stockpiled native vegetation
trimmings (that were trimmed at the beginning of construction) shall be
reapplied over temporarily disturbed wetlands to provide temporary soil
protection and as a seed source. The drill pit shall be backfilled with the
stockpiled material originally excavated from the pit. Subsoil shall be
replaced in the pit and compacted with machinery. After proper backfilling
of the subsoil, the upper 6 inches of topsoil shall be replaced and spread
evenly over the pit. Topsoil shall not be mixed with subsoil or used to fill
the pit. The contractor shall also apply appropriate erosion control
treatment as needed to any disturbed ground prior to the end of the
construction season.

Monitoring: After construction, a qualified biologist shall monitor the
hydrologic conditions and the vegetation cover and composition.
Monitoring shall occur annually for the first 3 to 5 years following
revegetation (expected to be 2018 to 2022) with a provision that cessation
of monitoring may be requested by CPL if performance criteria for year 5
is met earlier. Restored areas shall be monitored to achieve end-points as
agreed upon with the agencies.

Performance Criteria: Revegetation of wetlands shall be deemed
successful if total plant cover is greater than 70 percent of adjacent
undisturbed areas, at least 1-3 dominant species are presented, and there
iS no increasing trend in invasive, non-native species relative to the
adjacent undisturbed areas. Performance criteria may be revised at the
request and in consultation with natural resource agencies.

Reporting: Annual reports and a final monitoring report shall be submitted
to the CSLC staff by December 31 of each monitoring year (until CSLC
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monitoring obligations are complete) or as determined in coordination with
natural resources agencies. At their request, copies shall also be provided
to San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission,
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Regional Water Quality Control
Board, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
staffs.

Installation of the temporary borehole tracking system wire coils would occur in the area
between the North and South Work Areas. While most of this area is open water, some
areas of emergent vegetation are present. Because the borehole tracking system is
temporary, there would be no permanent alteration of marsh habitat. However, to
ensure that potential impacts to emergent vegetation would be avoided or mitigated to
less than significant, the following MM would be implemented.

MM BIO-7: Emergent Wetland Vegetation Avoidance. Installation of the
temporary borehole tracking system (e.g., wire coils) shall be conducted from
vessels in open water areas in a manner that avoids driving over or through
emergent wetland vegetation. The biological monitor shall provide
recommendations for personnel access for the installation and alignment of the
tracking system around emergent wetland vegetation in a manner that reduces
or minimizes impacts on emergent wetland vegetation. A biological monitor
may be present on the vessel or onshore during the installation of the wire coil
to point out and document avoidance of the emergent wetland vegetation.
Monitoring results shall be summarized in a memorandum and provided to
California State Lands Commission staff during construction.

Shading: The platform and mud barge would result in shading an approximately 0.5-
acre area of Honker Bay during the 3-month construction period. The resulting shade
has the potential to reduce the amount of energy available for photosynthesis by
phytoplankton in the immediate area; however, because of the tidal fluctuations and
currents that move through Honker Bay, planktonic organisms are not expected to
reside beneath the platform or barge for a great length of time. Additionally, the small
potential for the reduction in photosynthesis is not expected to measurably reduce
phytoplankton densities in Honker Bay or result in food-chain effects to zooplankton
species that listed fish species may feed on. Shading from overwater structures can
also create “behavioral barriers” that can deflect or delay fish movement and increase
predation rates of certain fishes (Haeseker et al. 1996); however, as described above,
the area of shade would be temporary and is small relative to the size of Honker Bay.
Therefore, the potential impact of Project-related over-water shading on listed fish
species is expected to be less than significant.

Bay Floor Disturbance: A small area of habitat (41 square feet [.0001 acre]) for aquatic
special-status species would be temporarily disturbed when H-piles and untreated wood
piles are installed at the South Work Area. Additionally, the mud barge (moored to the
work platform) and other support barges may rest on the bay bottom during low tides
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due to the depth of their drafts. Therefore, between 0.2 and 0.6 acre of bay floor would
be unavailable to aquatic organisms, including special-status fish, during low tides. Due
to the relatively small area of disturbance compared to the total area of Honker Bay and
the temporary nature of the Project, the potential impact of Project-related bay floor
disturbance on listed fish species is expected to be less than significant.

Temporary Night-lighting: While the majority of Project-related construction would occur
during daylight hours, pulling the assembled pipe segment through the drilled hole must
be conducted in one continuous operation, which is anticipated to take approximately 24
hours. Consequently, portable temporary lighting would be used for one or two nights
during this activity. Potential effects to wildlife (e.g., birds, turtles, fish, and insects) in
the Project area include disorientation and interruption of natural behaviors. However,
given the temporary use of night-lighting and the implementation of MM AES-1, which
would shield and direct the light downward toward the work area, potential impacts to
wildlife would be avoided or mitigated to less than significant.

Summary of Temporary Habitat Disturbance: As described above, temporary habitat
disturbances that could affect special-status species would result from Project-related
activities, including placement of the North Work Area, shading, barges temporarily
resting on the bay floor; and night-lighting during pipe pullback activities; however, the
potential for these effects would be temporary, short in duration, and occur over a small
geographic area. Given the information above and the implementation of MM BIO-4,
MM BIO-5, MM BI0O-6, MM BIO-7, and AES-1, including post-Project site restoration,
temporary habitat disturbance would be avoided or mitigated to less than significant.

3.4.4.3 Water Quality

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Project activities would potentially affect water
qguality and thus biological resources as a result of spills of materials used during
construction (e.g., oils, transmission and hydraulic fluids, fuel) or by generating turbidity.
Materials used during construction could accidentally spill and enter the bay if spilled
from the South Work Area or through the tidal marsh in areas adjacent to the North
Work Area. The introduction of pollutants to the bay or marsh may harm special-status
species if the pollutants cause a reduction in available prey abundance or if
contaminated prey are consumed by special-status species. To minimize the potential
for impacts due to accidental spills during construction, MM HWQ-1 (see Section 3.9,
Hydrology and Water Quality) would be implemented to ensure that potential impacts to
special-status species would be avoided or mitigated to less than significant.

Generation of minor levels of turbidity is expected during the installation and removal of
piles and the 20-inch-diameter steel casing, removal and replacement of the concrete
mats, and barges resting on the bay floor during low tide at the South Work Area.
Turbidity and sedimentation impacts would be temporary, short in duration, and
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localized; thus the Project would not likely have a substantial adverse effect on special-
status species. However, to ensure that any potential impacts to special-status species
resulting from turbidity and sedimentation would be avoided or minimized to less than
significant, MM HWQ-1 (see Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality) and the
following MM would be implemented.

MM BIO-8: Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization. Sediment suspension
shall be minimized when removing piles. Measures to accomplish this shall
include, but are not limited to, the following:

e When practicable, piles shall be removed with a vibratory hammer.

e Piles shall be removed slowly to allow sediment to slough off at, or near,
the mudline.

e Excess mud that may cling to the extracted piles shall not be washed into
the bay.

e Removed piles shall be placed on a barge equipped with a basin to
contain attached sediment and runoff water after removal.

3.4.4.4 Noise
Underwater Noise

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Underwater noise that could affect in-water
special-status species, including Chinook salmon, steelhead, green sturgeon, and
longfin and delta smelt, would be generated during installation and later de-construction
of the 200-by-50-foot pile-supported platform and the 20-inch-diameter steel casing in
the South Work Area. Piles would be driven into the bay floor using vibratory and impact
pile driving methods; the steel casing would be installed using a pneumatic pipe ram,
whose physical properties are similar to an impact pile driver. Sound and acoustic
pressure resulting from impact and vibratory pile driving could cause behavioral
avoidance of the construction area and/or injury. Therefore, the potential impacts of
Project-related underwater noise are discussed below.

Differences between Impact and Vibratory Pile Driving

Impact pile driving includes a piston system with weights that are usually raised by a
power source (e.g., diesel, hydraulic, or steam) then dropped onto the pile, hammering
the pile into the ground. In vibratory pile driving, a vibrator case is attached to the pile
that is to be installed and vibrations are then transferred from the case to the pile using
hydraulic, electric, or pneumatic power packs (Warrington 1992; Stuedlein and Meskele
2013). A vibratory driver works by inducing particle motion to the substrate immediately
below and around the pile, causing liquefaction and allowing the pile to sink downward
(for this reason, vibratory pile driving is suitable only where soft substrates are present).
The noise produced during vibratory driving is lower in intensity and can be considered
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Biological Resources

continuous in comparison to the impulsive noise produced during impact pile driving.
Because vibratory pile drivers generally produce less sound than impact pile drivers,
they are often employed as a MM to reduce the potential for adverse effects on fish that
can result from impact pile driving (Caltrans 2015).

Fundamentals of Underwater Noise

Sound is a physical phenomenon consisting of minute vibrations that travel through a
medium such as air or water. Sound is generally characterized by several variables,
including frequency and intensity. Frequency describes the pitch of a sound and is
measured in hertz while intensity describes the loudness of a sound (i.e., sound
pressure level [SPL]) and is measured in decibels (dB). Decibels are measured using a
logarithmic scale (e.g., a 10-dB increase represents a 10-fold increase in sound
intensity). Sound intensity for underwater applications is typically expressed in dB
referenced to 1 microPascal (uPa). Sound may be measured as either an instantaneous
value (in this context peak SPL) or as the total sound energy present in a sound event
(i.e., sound exposure level [SEL], which is a common unit of total sound energy used in
acoustics to describe short-duration events). The SEL is the total sound energy in an
impulse that accumulates over the duration of that pulse normalized to 1 second, thus
the unit for SEL is dB referenced to 1 pPa?-s. Peak SPL and SEL are used by resource
agencies to assess the effects of underwater noise on fish.

Applicable Noise Criteria for Fish

In 2008, the Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group (FHWG)® issued interim threshold
criteria based on best available science for the onset of injury to fish from noise
generated during impact pile driving (FHWG 2008). The FHWG determined that noise at
or above the 206 dB (peak) SPL threshold, which applies to fish smaller than or greater
than or equal to 2 grams (Table 3.4-2), can cause barotrauma to auditory tissues, the
swim bladder, or other sensitive organs. Noise levels above the cumulative SEL may
cause temporary hearing thresholds shifts in fish. Behavioral effects (e.g., fleeing the
area or temporary cessation of feeding or spawning behaviors) are not covered under
these criteria, but could occur at these levels or lower. Although these criteria are not
formal regulatory standards, they are generally accepted as viable criteria to evaluate
the potential for injury to fish from pile driving. Because these criteria were developed
for impact pile driving only, and there are no established criteria for vibratory pile driving
(Caltrans 2015), the interim criteria for impact pile driving will be used for both pile
driving methods in this analysis.

6 Members of the FHWG include: NMFS’s Southwest and Northwest Divisions; California, Washington,
and Oregon Departments of Transportation; CDFW; and U.S. Federal Highway Administration.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Biological Resources

Table 3.4-2. Interim Thresholds for Onset of Injury in Fish from Impulse Noise

Peak Noise (SPL) (dB) Accumulated Noise (SEL) (dB)
Less than 2 grams 206 183

Greater than or equal to 2 grams 206 187

Source: FHWG 2008.

Acronyms: dB = decibel; SEL = sound exposure level; SPL = sound pressure level.
Note: There are no formal criteria for continuous noise. The impulse noise thresholds are commonly

applied for continuous noise in the absence of a specific threshold.

Special-status species expected in the Project area during construction include Chinook
salmon, steelhead, green sturgeon, delta smelt, and longfin smelt. Given the life cycle
stages expected to be present during the construction period (May to July), it is
expected that Chinook salmon, steelhead, and green sturgeon would be over 2 grams
in weight, but delta and longfin smelt may be less than 2 grams.

Estimation of Pile Driving Noise

To estimate underwater noise levels for Project-related pile driving activities,
measurements from a number of underwater pile driving projects conducted under
similar circumstances (i.e., similar water depths in areas of similar substrate) were
reviewed for source-level data (for pile driving, source-level measurements are typically
normalized to a distance of 10 m from the pile). These analyses also assumed that fish
would be stationary during pile driving (i.e., would not relocate away from the source)
and that all pile strikes would produce noise at the maximum peak SPL and SEL.
Therefore, these calculations, as shown in Table 3.4-3, represent the worst-case
scenario for accumulated sound effects over a 24-hour period in the Project area. In
addition to using site-specific water depths and substrate types, this analysis uses the
practical spreading loss model, which NMFS and USFWS have accepted to estimate
transmission loss of sound through water.

Potential Effects of Pile Driving Noise on Fish

The 206 dB (peak) SPL noise criteria for injury to fish would not be exceeded by impact
or vibratory pile driving activities, and no physical injury to fish (i.e., barotrauma) is
expected. However, the 187 dB and 183 dB cumulative SEL criteria would be
exceeded, but only near the pile being driven. These distances to these thresholds from
example piles are shown on Figure 3.4-2 and Figure 3.4-3.
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Table 3.4-3. Expected Pile Driving Noise Levels and Distances of Criteria Level
Exceedance with Vibratory and Impact Drivers

Maximum Source Levels (dB)! | Distance to Threshold?? (feet)

Peak SSirIIEglj_I’e SEL, 20008 | 187dB | 1830B
Pile Type SPL Strike? Cumulative SPL SEL SEL
Impact Pile Driving
Pneumatic pipe ram on
20-inch-steel pipe (one 177 152 185 NE 24 40
installed)
Ld-inch-wide H pile 187 | 154 169 NE NE NE

proofing (three per day)

Vibratory Pile Driving/Extraction

14-inch steel H pile

installation (10 per day) 177 152 190 NE 48 82
14-inch steel H pile

removal (10 per day) 17 152 187 NE 32 55
12-inch wood pile

installation (15 per day) 164 150 189 NE 40 69
12-inch wood pile 164 150 186 NE o7 "
removal (15 per day)

20-inch pipe removal 201 169 197 NE 123 1

(one removed)

Acronyms: dB = decibel; NE = threshold not exceeded; SEL = sound exposure level; SPL = sound
pressure level.

Notes:

1 Measured 10 meters from source.

2 The distance from the pile over which the effects threshold of 206 dB (peak) SPL and 187 dB/183 dB
cumulative SEL would be exceeded. The SEL threshold values apply to fish over 2 grams in weight, and
fish less than 2 grams in weight, respectively.

3 Analysis assumes an attenuation factor of 17 (approximately 5 dB per doubling of distance) in the
Project area. This is a conservative value for attenuation in shallow water (depths of less than 45 feet);
the attenuation would likely be greater than 17 (Caltrans 2015).

4 For vibratory driving, the “SEL, Single Strike” represents the SEL of one second of pile driving.
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Figure 3.4-2 Underwater Noise Impact Areas (187 dB Cumulative SEL)
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Figure 3.4-3 Underwater Noise Impact Areas (183 dB Cumulative SEL)
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Biological Resources

In areas where the cumulative SEL threshold would be exceeded, fish could experience
temporary shifts in hearing thresholds and behavioral effects, which could result in the
temporary cessation of feeding or movement out of the area during active pile driving.
Such shifts in hearing thresholds would result from temporary injury to the hair cells that
detect pressure changes. Fish are expected to recover from such temporary injury
within 24 hours, which is the interval used by NMFS to determine cumulative noise
effects on fish. Behavioral effects may also occur in areas beyond the cumulative SEL
threshold where the underwater noise is still audible to fish. This would apply to both
special-status fish species and EFH species. Depending on the rate at which piles are
installed and removed, pile driving would occur for 10 to 20 days at the start and end of
the construction period. The cessation of pile driving at the end of each work day would
allow cumulative noise levels to reset before pile driving continues the following day.
Following cessation of pile driving, fish are expected to resume use of the area.
Because of the shallow water depths in the vicinity (approximately 10 feet or less),
attenuation rates likely would be higher than modeled in this analysis, which would
decrease the affected area.

To ensure that potential impacts to special-status fish species would be avoided or
mitigated to less than significant, the following MM would be implemented.

MM BIO-9: Pile Driving Soft-Start Technique. A soft start for vibratory drivers
requires contractors to initiate the driver at a reduced energy for 15 seconds
followed by a 30-second waiting period; this procedure is then repeated two
additional times. A soft start for impact drivers requires contractors to provide
an initial set of strikes at a reduced energy followed by a 30-second waiting
period; this procedure is then repeated two additional times. A soft start shall
be implemented before pile driving begins each day and any time following the
cessation of pile driving for 30 minutes or longer.

Airborne Noise

Less than Significant. The primary sources of noise associated with the Project are
the construction and use of the North and South Work Areas, and the advancement of
the HDD boring equipment along the alignment. Airborne noise resulting from pile
driving, pipe ramming, drilling, equipment operation, and generators could affect
terrestrial animals by causing temporary behavioral avoidance of the construction area
or potentially temporary loss of hearing capacity. Because construction would occur
during the nesting season for birds, it may potentially affect nesting migratory birds and
listed bird species such as Ridgway’s rail if they are present in the Project area.
Therefore, the potential impacts of Project-related noise on birds is discussed below.

While there are no official criteria for airborne noise thresholds for birds, Caltrans has
recommended interim guidelines to assess noise effects on birds. Those thresholds,
which are presented in Table 3.4-4, are used in this analysis. The in-air noise values
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presented here are referenced to 20 pPa, which is usually considered the threshold of
human hearing (roughly the sound of a mosquito flying 10 feet away) and commonly
used to describe airborne noise.

Table 3.4-4. Interim Guidelines for Potential Noise Effects on Birds

Noise Type Hearing Damage | Temporary Threshold Shift?
Multiple Impulse (Pile Driver, Pipe Ram) 125 dBA N/A
Continuous Noise (Drilling, Construction) 125 dBA 93 dBA

Source: Adapted from Dooling and Popper (2007).

Acronyms: dBA = A-weighted decibel; N/A = no data available.

Note: 1 A temporary threshold shift is a temporary, reversible increase in the threshold of audibility at a
specific range of frequencies.

Ambient noise levels at the North and South Work Areas are expected to be low since
no major roads, shipping channels, or urban areas are in the vicinity. The construction
equipment that would be used in the Project area generally produces sound levels from
approximately 72 to 88 dBA (PG&E 2013; CPUC 2009); however, the pneumatic pipe
ram that would be used to install the 20-inch-diameter steel casing at the South Work
Area can generate airborne noise levels up to 97 dBA at 4 meters (TT Technology
2015). Project activities in the North Work area would not generate noise levels above
the 93 dBA threshold and, therefore, would not cause special-status bird species near
the Project area to experience hearing damage or temporary threshold shifts. In the
South Work Area, the pneumatic pipe ram would generate noise above the 93 dBA
threshold, but below the 125 dBA threshold for hearing damage; however, such noise
levels would be limited to over-water areas around the South Work Area, away from
nesting birds. Construction noise at both work areas may cause birds, including
migratory birds, to avoid the work areas; however, the potential for these effects would
be temporary, short in duration, and occur over a small geographic area. Given the
information above, airborne noise impacts to birds would be less than significant.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The Project may result in impacts to critical
habitat, EFH, and HAPC. No impacts to these designated areas are anticipated within
the North Work Area, staging areas, access roads, or offloading area.

Project-related activities (e.g., construction/removal of the temporary work platform,
HDD) in the South Work Area would result in the temporary disturbance of a small area
of critical habitat for Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, green sturgeon, and
delta smelt. In addition, these activities would result in short-term disturbances to a
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small amount of subtidal, benthic habitat within Honker Bay identified as an EFH/HAPC.
The impacts to EFH/HAPC would be greatest in magnitude during construction and
deconstruction of the platform in the South Work Area; however, these impacts would
diminish following Project construction as the area gradually returns to its natural state.
Following Project completion, all construction materials and equipment would be
removed from the Project area, and the area would be restored to pre-Project
conditions; no long-term adverse effects to critical habitat, EFH, or HAPC would occur.
Localized, short-term effects as a result of Project-activities would be minimized through
implementation of MM BIO-1 through MM BI10O-9 described above, and MM HWQ-1 in
Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. With the implementation of these measures,
Project impacts to critical habitat, EFH and HAPC are not expected to result in
substantial adverse effects; therefore, this impact would be considered less than
significant with mitigation.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Wetlands and other waters of the United States
would be temporarily impacted during Project activities, including the construction of the
North and South Work Areas. Table 3.4-5 summarizes the area of impact to wetlands
and other waters from construction of the North Work Area and the installation of the
temporary work platform and support barge at the South Work Area.

Table 3.4-5. Summary of Impacts to Wetlands and Other Waters

Waters of the U.S. Area Temporarily Impacted (acres)
Wetlands (North Work Area) 1.41
Other Waters (South Work/Pipe String Areas) 0.67*
Total 2.08

Note: ! Approximately 0.17 acre of the fill in “Other Waters” is associated with removal and replacement
of the existing and previously permitted concrete mats covering the Bay Area Pipeline in Honker Bay.
The USACE considers this “fill” for permitting purposes; however, it does not represent a net change in
fill, loss of waters due to fill from Project activities, or change in habitat from existing conditions.

Impacts to wetlands and other waters as a result of Project activities would be
temporary, short-term in duration, would result in no net change in permanent impacts.
In addition, implementation of MM BIO-1, MM BIO-2, MM BIO-5 through MM BIO-8,
and MM HWQ-1 would further reduce these temporary, short-term impacts. Therefore,
this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
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Less than Significant Impact. The Project may result in minor effects to the movement
of terrestrial wildlife and aquatic fish species due to construction activities, particularly
those activities that involve noise (i.e., pile driving). Species may avoid the immediate
area during construction; however, this is not expected to impede fish or wildlife
migration or interfere substantially with movement of species within Suisun Marsh.
These effects are anticipated to be temporary, short term in nature, and limited to a
small area of disturbance. For these reasons the Project would not substantially
interfere with movement of migratory fish or wildlife species or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites; therefore, the impact would be less than significant.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as atree preservation policy or ordinance?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The County implements the Suisun Marsh
Local Protection Program, which seeks to preserve and enhance the diversity of wildlife
and aquatic habitats in Suisun Marsh and surrounding upland areas, and the Solano
County General Plan, which identifies additional goals, objectives, and policies
regarding the protection of biological resources. As discussed under Checklist Items a)
through c) above, the Project could affect special-status species, sensitive habitats,
wetlands, and other biological resources; however, any impacts would be temporary,
short in duration, and would occur over a relatively small area. With implementation of
MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-9, in accordance with all regulatory permits, the Project
would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The Project is consistent with the Suisun Marsh
Habitat Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan and associated EIR in that it
would replace a portion of the BAPL and would protect the marsh over the long term
and ensure the health, safety, and welfare of the public in the Bay Area (e.g., a MM in
the EIR requires testing, repair, or replacement of pipelines that have potential for
failure). Project compliance would occur pursuant to permits issued by the San
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and other
regulatory agency approvals (e.g., USFWS, NMFS, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board [SFBRWQCB]). The Project
would conflict with the provisions of the Suisun Marsh Habitat Plan, which identifies a
construction work window of June 15 to October 1 for restoration work carried out under
the plan; however, the plan also provides that work outside this period could be
conducted, but that it would require additional approval from the resource agencies
(e.g., BCDC, CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS). The Project is also consistent with the intent
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of the Primary Management Zone (to remain an existing marsh and retain its associated
uses).

Although the Project would have impacts to biological resources within Suisun Marsh,
they would be temporary, short in duration, and relatively small in size. With
implementation of MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-9, including post-Project site restoration,
no change in the existing marsh and its associated uses would occur. Therefore, this
impact would be considered less than significant with mitigation.

3.4.5 Mitigation Summary

Implementation of the following MMs would reduce the potential for Project-related
impacts to Biological Resources to less than significant.

e MM BIO-1: Environmental Awareness Training

e MM BIO-2: Biological Monitoring and Surveying

e MM BIO-3: Wildlife Exclusion Fencing

e MM BIO-4: Migratory Bird Avoidance

e MM BIO-5: North Work Area Vegetation Impact Minimization Plan
e MM BIO-6: Revegetation and Monitoring Plan

e MM BIO-7: Emergent Wetland Vegetation Avoidance

e MM BIO-8: Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization

e MM BIO-9: Pile Driving Soft-Start Technique

e MM AES-1: Night-lighting Spillage Minimization

e MM HWQ-1: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
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3.5 CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Potentiall Less Then Less Than
CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL Si nifican)t/ Significant Sianificant No
RESOURCES - Would the Project: o with g Impact
pact L Impact
Mitigation

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource as [ ] Ul
defined in § 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological [ U U
resource pursuant to § 15064.5?

¢) Cause a substantial adverse change in

the significance of a tribal cultural resource

as defined in Public Resources Code 8 - - -
210747

d) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique

paleontological resource or site or unique ] ] O

geologic feature?

e) Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal ] ] O

cemeteries?

3.5.1 Environmental Setting

The Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources
Information System at Sonoma State University maintains site records for known
cultural resource locations and related studies for Solano County. A records search was
conducted by AECOM on June 9, 2015, (File No. 14-1740) and February 17, 2016, (File
No. 15-1180) for cultural resource sites and studies using a 0.5-mile radius around the
Project site (i.e., study area). This study area includes a stretch of Wheeler Island south
of the Roaring River Slough to the northern shore of Honker Bay; a small portion of
Hammond Island north of the slough west of Rack Creek; and a small area just
downstream from the Suisun Marsh Salinity Control Structure along Montezuma
Slough. The study area primarily consists of undeveloped marshland, bay mud, alluvial
soils, sloughs, and dirt roads. It is possible that Late Pleistocene (126,000 to 11,700
years ago) alluvial fan deposits underlie the Holocene bay mud deposits at depth, which
could contain important vertebrate fossils; however, a records search at the University
of California, Berkeley Museum of Paleontology’s catalog did not identify any previously
recorded fossil localities in the vicinity of the Project area.

During the records searches conducted on June 9, 2015, and February 17, 2016, one
previously recorded cultural resource was identified within the study area and five
previously recorded cultural resources were identified within a 0.5-mile radius of the
study area (Table 3.5-1). These records searches indicated that the study area has
been included in four previous studies (see Table 3.5-2).
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Table 3.5-1. Records Search Results

and consists of a “shipwreck and other
historical remains” (Anthropological
Studies Center [ASC] 1998a).

Resource Description Results
P-48-990, Initial Comprised of three structures: Does not appear to be a historical
Facilities? Roaring River Distribution System, resource for the purposes of CEQA
Morrow Island Distribution System, (Brookshear 2013a).3
and Goodyear Outfall. Facilities were
authorized in 1978 as the first steps to
protect Suisun Marsh from
encroaching salinity.
BAPL-12 Located at the edge of Honker Bay Not officially recorded on California

Department of Parks and Recreation
523 Forms due to deep mud and
flooding. Has not been formally
evaluated for significance under
CEQA, but is outside of area of
potential impacts for the Project.

P-48-981, Grizzly
Island Road?

The longest of the County- maintained
public roads within Suisun Marsh and
provides access to the marsh’s interior
islands. As with most roads within the
marsh, the road is raised on levee
embankments on Grizzly Island.

Does not appear to be a historical
resource for the purposes of CEQA
(Brookshear 2013b).3

P-48-985, Suisun
Marsh Gates?

Water control gates that flood and
drain the lands of the duck hunting
clubs and the public agency land
within the marsh. Gates are
concentrated along the Goodyear
Slough and scattered through the
western marsh.

Does not appear to be a historical
resource for the purposes of CEQA
(Brookshear 2013c).2

P-48-986, Suisun
Marsh Pumps?

Located throughout the marsh
within the channel of a slough to
pump water out.

Does not appear to be a historical
resource for the purposes of CEQA
(Brookshear 2013d).3

P-48-991, Suisun
Marsh Salinity
Control Gate?

Spans Montezuma Slough north of
Roaring River Slough at the
southeastern end of Montezuma
Slough. Gate includes three
components: a set of radial gates, a
removable flashboard gate, and a
boat lock.

Does not appear to be a historical
resource for the purposes of CEQA
(Brookshear 2013e).3

Notes:

1 Previously recorded resource within the Study Area.
2 Previously Recorded Resources within 0.5-mile Radius of Study Area.

8 Evaluated in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, subdivision (a)(2)-(3), using
criteria outlined in Public Resources Code section 5024.1.
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Table 3.5-2. Previously Conducted Studies in the Study Area

Author Date Title Results
Anthropological 1998a | An Archaeological Identified BAPL-1, “a shipwreck and other
Studies Center Resources Study for the historical remains.” BAPL-1 has not been
(ASC) Solano County Portion of the | formally evaluated for significance under
Chevron Bay Area Pipeline | CEQA, but is outside of the area of potential
Project, California impacts for the proposed project.
1998b | A Supplemental Negative findings for archaeological

Archaeological Resources resources.
Study for the Solano County
Portion of the Chevron Bay
Area Pipeline Project,

California

JRP Historical 2013 | Suisun Marsh Cultural Identified two built environment resources

Consulting, LLC Resources Contextual within the study area and three within a 0.5-

(Cited in Report mile radius. These resources were

Brookshear evaluated in accordance with State CEQA

2013a-e.) Guidelines section 15064.5, subdivision

(a)(2)-(3), using criteria outlined in Public
Resources Code section 5024.1, and did not
appear to be a historical resource for the
purposes of CEQA.

Meyer et al. 2013 | Suisun Marsh Habitat A comprehensive assessment of prehistoric
Management, Preservation, |and historic-era archaeological resources
and Restoration Plan and a geoarchaeological sensitivity study for
Cultural Resources the Suisun Marsh Habitat Management,

Contextual Report. Volume | | Preservation, and Restoration Plan. Results
indicate 95 percent of the study area has a
moderate or lower sensitivity for
archaeological resources and requires little
to further management. Less than 0.5
percent of the study area was determined to
have a very high sensitivity. These areas
would need to be avoided or tested prior to

deep construction activities.

On February 11, 2016, an AECOM archaeologist conducted a pedestrian survey of the
study area to identify cultural resources. At the time of the survey, only the top of the
levee at the North Work Area was accessible; the rest of the pipeline corridor was
submerged under water and inaccessible. The survey included the two proposed
staging areas adjacent to Honker Bay and along the Roaring River, and the barge
offloading area downstream of the Suisun Marsh Salinity Control Structure. These areas
have been previously graded, compacted, and graveled. Survey transects were spaced
5 meters apart or less. Ground visibility was good, given the flat and open terrain and
relatively low-lying and sparse vegetation within the study area. No previously
unidentified cultural resources were identified as a result of this field survey.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Archaeological surveys of the study area and surrounding marshlands have proved
negative for prehistoric archaeological resources. In 1909, N.C. Nelson conducted an
archaeological study that examined sites in the San Francisco Bay Area, including the
shoreline of the nearby Montezuma Hills area. In his survey of shellmounds in the
region, Nelson (1909, as cited in ASC 1998a) recorded several sites in the study area
vicinity, but did not identify shellmounds within or adjacent to the study area. ASC
(1998a) identified seven prehistoric archaeological sites recorded within a 6-mile radius
of the study area, and “all are located between 0- to 20-foot elevation, and, with the
exception of two shellmounds...on the south side of Suisun Bay, all are at slope
changes and changes in vegetation.” The landscape of the current study area does not
correspond to these criteria. Based on the current study and these previous studies, the
possibility of unidentified prehistoric archaeological sites is low in the study area.

Likewise, the possibility that buried archaeological resources are present in the study
area is also low. Of the entire Suisun Marsh studied by Meyer et al. (2013), 95 percent
of the study area has a moderate or lower sensitivity for buried archaeological
resources, which includes the current study area. The remaining high (or very high)
sensitivity areas are found northwest of, and well beyond, the study corridor and in the
uplands to the east near Montezuma Hills.

3.5.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to this issue area and relevant to the
Project are identified in Appendix A. There are no local goals, policies, and/or
regulations applicable to this issue area for the Project.

3.5.3 Impact Analysis

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in § 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to 8§ 15064.5?

a) and b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. Although no historical or unique
archaeological resources have been identified within the study area (see Section 3.5.1.,
Environmental Setting), there is a moderate possibility of discovering unidentified sites
in the study area that may qualify as historical or unique archaeological resources.
Although a large portion of the study area has been surveyed and no archaeological
resources have been identified within the pipeline corridor, there is always a possibility
of encountering previously unknown archaeological resources during Project activities.
To ensure that potential impacts to archaeological resources are avoided or mitigated to
less than significant, the following MM would be implemented.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Cultural and Paleontological Resources

MM CUL-1: Discovery of Previously Unknown Cultural Resources. In the event
that potentially significant archaeological or tribal cultural resources are
discovered any time during construction, all earth-disturbing work within 100
feet of the discovery shall be temporarily suspended or redirected until a
professional archaeologist and a culturally affiliated tribal monitor, have
evaluated the nature and significance of the discovery. In the event that a
potentially significant archaeological or tribal cultural resource is discovered,
Chevron Pipe Line Company, the California State Lands Commission (CSLC),
and any local, state, or federal agency with approval or permitting authority
over the Project that has requested/required such notification shall be notified
within 48 hours. Impacts to previously unknown significant archaeological or
tribal cultural resources shall be avoided through preservation in place if
feasible. Damaging effects to tribal cultural resources shall be avoided or
minimized following the measures identified in Public Resources Code section
21084.3, subdivision (b), if feasible, unless other measures are mutually
agreed to by the lead archaeologist and culturally affiliated tribal monitor that
would be as or more effective. A treatment plan developed by the archaeologist
and, for tribal cultural resources, the culturally affiliated tribal monitor, shall be
submitted to CSLC staff for review and approval. If the lead archaeologist and
the culturally affiliated tribal monitor believe that damaging effects to tribal
cultural resources will be avoided or minimized, then work in the area may
resume.

c¢) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code § 210747

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Assembly Bill (AB) 52 made changes to CEQA
regarding tribal cultural resources and consultation with California Native American
Tribes who have previously requested to be notified of projects in the geographic area
traditionally and culturally affiliated with that tribe. Tribal cultural resources include sites,
features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
Tribe that is eligible under the California Register of Historic Resources or local register
of historical resources. A tribal cultural resource can also be a resource that a lead
agency determines, in its discretion and considering the significance of the resource to
a Tribe, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in Public Resources Code section
5024.1. Under AB 52, lead agencies must avoid damaging effects to tribal cultural
resources, when feasible, regardless of whether consultation occurred or is required.

To date, CSLC staff has not received written requests for notification from tribes whose
geographic area of cultural affiliation overlaps with that of the Project; however, the
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) provided a contact list of two Tribes that
the CSLC should contact to gather information regarding the potential for tribal cultural
resources within the Project area. CSLC staff notified these Tribes on June 15, 2016, to
proactively engage with those tribes to ensure they have the opportunity to provide
meaningful input on the Project’s potential effects. If the CSLC is notified of the potential
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Cultural and Paleontological Resources

for tribal cultural resources in the Project area, staff will consult with those tribes to
ensure that impacts to tribal cultural resources remain less than significant.

The NAHC searched its Sacred Lands File for Native American cultural sites and found
no occurrences within the Honker Bay U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle
(NAHC letter to the CSLC dated March 14, 2016). However, as discussed in Section
3.5.1, Environmental Setting, there is a moderate possibility of discovering unidentified
archaeological sites in the study area, which may include tribal cultural resources.
Although the Sacred Lands File search returned negative results for the occurrence of
tribal cultural resources and no archaeological resources have been identified within the
pipeline corridor, the possibility always exists that previously unknown tribal cultural
resources may be encountered during Project activities. To ensure that potential
impacts to tribal cultural resources are avoided or mitigated to less than significant, MM
CUL-1 would be implemented which would temporarily halt all earth-disturbing work in
the event that previously unknown cultural resources are discovered until a professional
archaeologist, as determined by the NAHC, has evaluated the nature and significance
of the discovery. Therefore, with the implementation of MM CUL-1, this impact would be
avoided or mitigated to less than significant.

d) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Paleontological resources are the fossilized
evidence of past life found in the geologic record. Despite the prodigious volume of
sedimentary rock deposits preserved worldwide and enormous number of organisms
that have lived through time, preservation of plant or animal remains as fossils is an
extremely rare occurrence. Because of the infrequency of fossil preservation, fossils
(particularly vertebrate fossils) are considered to be nonrenewable resources. Because
of their rarity, and the scientific information they can provide, fossils are highly
significant records of ancient life. Paleontological resource localities are those sites
where the fossilized remains of extinct animals and/or plants have been preserved.
Rock formations that are considered of paleontological sensitivity are those rock units
that have yielded significant vertebrate or invertebrate fossil remains, including, but not
limited to, sedimentary rock units that contain significant paleontological resources
anywhere within its geographic extent. The Project area is underlain by mud and clay
deposits of the Holocene (USGS and Association for American State Geologists 2016).

Although no paleontological resources were identified within the Project area or its
immediate surroundings, ground-disturbing activities could adversely affect any
unidentified deposits. Such deposits are unlikely given the limited depth of construction
and because only minor or shallow excavation may be involved in construction.
However, to ensure that potential impacts to paleontological resources are avoided or
mitigated to less than significant, the following MM would be implemented.
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MM CUL-2: Discovery of Previously Unknown Paleontological Resources. In
the event that potentially significant paleontological resources are discovered
during Project construction: (1) Chevron Pipe Line Company (CPL) shall
immediately redirect or temporarily suspend all earth-disturbing work within 100
feet of the discovery until a professional paleontologist, approved by California
State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff, has evaluated the nature and
significance of the discovery; and (2) CPL shall immediately notify (within 48
hours) CSLC staff and any local, state, or federal agency with approval or
permitting authority over the Project that has requested/required such
notification. A treatment plan developed by the paleontologist shall be
submitted to CSLC staff for review and approval. If the lead paleontologist
believes that damaging effects to paleontological resources will be avoided or
minimized, then work in the area may resume.

e) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Archival research conducted at the NWIC
indicated that built environment resources are located in the study area and within a
0.5-mile radius. The research also indicated that the study area does not contain any
previously recorded Native American sites or historic-period archaeological sites. The
Project is not expected to impact human burials, however, in the unanticipated event
that burials are encountered, they must be managed in accordance with state law. To
ensure that potential impacts to human remains are avoided or mitigated to less than
significant, the following MM would be implemented.

MM CUL-3: Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains. If human remains are
unearthed, State Health and Safety Code section 7050.5 requires that no
further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources
Code section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be of Native American
descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage
Commission. Chevron Pipe Line Company and California State Lands
Commission staff shall be notified immediately within 24 hours of the discovery.

3.5.4 Mitigation Summary

Implementation of the following MMs would reduce the potential for Project-related
impacts to Cultural and Paleontological Resources to less than significant:

e MM CUL-1: Discovery Previously Unknown Cultural Resources
e MM CUL-2: Discovery of Previously Unknown Paleontological Resources
e MM CUL-3: Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

. Less Than
. PPte.”.“a“y Significant L?SS. Than No
GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the Project: Significant with Significant Impact
Impact o Impact
Mitigation

a) Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as

delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the

State Geologist for the area or based on other ] ] ]

substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to

Division of Mines and Geology Special

Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? O O U

|!|) Selsmlc—related ground failure, including = = ]

liquefaction?

iv) Landslides? ] ] U
b) Re_sult in substantial soil erosion or the loss of = = ]
topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is

unstable, or that would become unstable as a

result of the Project, and potentially result in on- ] ] O
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,

subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code

(1994), creating substantial risks to life or - - -
property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately

supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative = 0 0
waste water disposal systems where sewers are

not available for the disposal of waste water?

3.6.1 Environmental Setting

3.6.1.1 Geology and Seismicity

The Project area is located within the Great Valley geomorphic province and adjacent to
the Coast Range geomorphic province (California Geological Survey [CGS] 2002). The
Great Valley geomorphic province is a large alluvial plain in which sediments have been
deposited almost continuously since the Jurassic period (around 160 million years ago).
The Project area is dominated by Holocene Alluvium. The Great Valley contains four
Alquist-Priolo faults, none of which is in the Project area (CGS 1993). The nearest
known fault is the Green Valley/Concord fault, approximately 10 miles west. The
adjacent Coast Range geomorphic province is characterized by moderate to high
seismicity principally associated with the San Andreas Fault and other sub-parallel
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Geology and Soils

faults that constitute the boundary between the North American and Pacific tectonic
plates. Since the Project area is in an active geologic area, it could be subject to intense
levels of earthquake-related ground shaking.

3.6.1.2 Soils

Soils in the Project area are mostly relatively soft and loose alluvial deposits of
interbedded sand, clay, and silt, including Young Bay Mud/Peat, Loose Bay Sands,
Dense Bay Sand, Stiff Clay, and Old Bay Clay (AECOM 2015). The area is subject to
frequent ponding, saturation, and flooding, and parts of the Project area are subject to
very severe erosion of disturbed soils (Solano County 2008b [Exhibits 4.7-5 and 4.7-6]).

3.6.1.3 Groundwater

The Project area is within the San Francisco Bay Drainage Province (Solano County
2008b [Exhibit 4.5-2]), and within the Suisun-Fairfield Valley (2-3) Groundwater Basin,
which drains to Suisun Bay (DWR 2014). The Groundwater Basin is comprised of late
Tertiary to Quaternary age volcanic rocks and continental sedimentary deposits. The
water-bearing units within the basin include the Sonoma Volcanics, Pleistocene
Alluvium, and Recent Alluvium. The Pleistocene Alluvium constitutes the primary
aquifer. Groundwater levels during recent soil investigations were approximately 4 to 5
feet below ground surface (AECOM 2015); however, groundwater levels are likely to
fluctuate with seasonal and tidal influences.

3.6.1.4 Topography

The topography of the Project area is dominated by the Suisun Marsh, which is
generally flat except where levees create small, localized slopes. In general, the area
gently slopes southwards towards Honker Bay.

3.6.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to geology and soils and relevant to
the Project are identified in Appendix A. At the local level, the Solano County General
Plan includes the following geology- and soils-related goals and policies of relevance to
this Project (Solano County 2015):

e HS.G-1: Minimize the potential for loss of life and property resulting from natural
or human-caused hazards.

e HS.P-12: Require new development proposals in moderate or high seismic
hazard areas to consider risks caused by seismic activity and to include Project
features that minimize these risks.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Geology and Soils

e HS.P-13: Review and limit the location and intensity of development and
placement of infrastructure in identified earthquake fault zones.

e HS.P-14: Identify and minimize potential hazards to life and property caused by
fault displacement and its impact on facilities that attract large numbers of
people, are open to the general public, or provide essential community services
and that are located within identified earthquake fault zones.

e HS.P-15: Reduce risk of failure and reduce potential effects of failure during
seismic events through standards for the construction and placement of utilities,
pipelines, or other public facilities located on or crossing active fault zones.

e HS.P-16: Require minimum setbacks for construction along creeks between the
creek bank and structure, except for farm structures that are not dwellings or
places of work, based on the susceptibility of the bank to lurching caused by
seismic shaking.

e HS.P-17: Restrict the crossing of ground failure areas by new public and private
transmission facilities, including power and water distribution lines, sewer lines,
and gas and oil transmission lines.

e HS.P-18: Make information about soils with a high shrink-swell potential readily
available. Require proper foundation designs in these areas.

e HS.P-19: Minimize development in areas with high landslide susceptibility.

3.6.3 Impact Analysis

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?

No Impact. No Alquist-Priolo faults are in the Project area (CGS 1993). The nearest
known fault is 10 miles west of the Project area; therefore, there would be no impact
from the rupture of known earthquake faults.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project area would experience ground shaking from
earthquakes generated along active faults located offsite. The intensity of ground
shaking would depend upon the magnitude of the earthquake, distance to the epicenter,
and the geology of the area between the epicenter and the Project area. Project
infrastructure and workers could be subjected to seismic ground shaking if a significant
earthquake occurred in the area during Project implementation. However, construction
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and pipeline replacement activities would not create adverse effects to people or
structures related to ground shaking.

The Project would be designed to resist seismic forces, and would replace an existing
aged segment of the BAPL pipeline with a new pipe segment, thereby reducing the
overall vulnerability of the system to seismic hazards, including strong ground shaking.
Adherence to standard engineering practices and design criteria relative to seismic and
geologic hazards in accordance with the Uniform Building Code would reduce the
significance of potential impacts to less than significant.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less than Significant Impact. Soil liguefaction is a phenomenon whereby rapid cyclic
loading, typically by an earthquake, increases the pore water pressures to the point
where the shear strength of the soil is reduced momentarily, causing failures,
settlements, and displacements. Liquefaction risk is greatest where soils are loose,
saturated, and consist of medium- to fine-grained sands and coarse silts. The
combination of loose soil located below groundwater and strong ground shaking
conditions may occur along portions of the Project alignment. The USGS Liquefaction
Susceptibility map indicates that the Project area has a moderate susceptibility for
liquefaction (USGS 2006); however, the Solano County General Plan indicates the
Project area is within a zone of high liquefaction potential (Solano County 2015a). The
Project would replace an existing aged segment of the BAPL pipeline with a new pipe
segment, thereby reducing the overall vulnerability of the system to seismic hazards,
including liquefaction. Therefore, the impact of seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction, would be less than significant.

iv) Landslides?

No Impact. The Project area and vicinity are generally flat, and therefore does not have
the potential to slide or experience sliding from adjacent areas. While there are minor
slopes associated with the levees, these are not expected to be at risk. Therefore, there
would be no impact from landslides.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less than Significant Impact. Project construction, including the creation of the work
pad at the North Work Area, would not require any vegetation clearing or grading. The
filter fabric, base rock, and all-weather mats would be placed on top of the ungraded
ground surface to create the work pad. Improvements to levee road surfaces would
consist of placement of baserock on the existing gravel and dirt road surfaces, which
would reduce the potential for substantial erosion of the road surfaces. Therefore, the
impact of soil erosion or the loss of topsoil would be less than significant.
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project area contains relatively soft and loose
alluvial deposits of interbedded sand, clay, and silt to depths ranging from
approximately 40 to 95 feet below ground surface. Due to the alluvial environment of the
marsh, the nature of these soil deposits are highly variable. However, underlying these
deposits are materials generally described as being much stiffer and denser than the
overlying material (AECOM 2015). The proposed HDD drilling and new pipeline would
be installed within this denser, deeper stratum.

Soils at the North Work Area are saturated and may be unstable and potentially subject
to liquefaction, but would be stabilized by the construction of a work surface using rock
fill material and interlocking geotextile mats. Project-induced landslides, lateral
spreading, or subsidence are not anticipated due to the flat topography and because no
groundwater pumping would occur. Excavating the North Work Area entry pit to expose
the existing pipeline could create an unstable soil condition; however, as required by the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration, engineered shoring and trench boxes
would be installed to prevent soil collapse. Additionally, 1.5-inch drain rock would be
placed in the bottom of the trench for workers to have a dry firm area to work, and, if
needed, dewatering of the trench would be undertaken. For these reasons, potential
impacts related to unstable soils or Project-induced landslides, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse would be considered less than significant.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

No Impact. Soils in the Project area are mostly relatively soft and loose alluvial deposits
of interbedded sand, clay, and silt. Expansive soils may be encountered; however,
construction and replacement of the new BAPL pipe segment would not increase the
risk to life or property created by their presence. Therefore, there would be no impact.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water?

No Impact. The Project would not use septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems; therefore, there would be no impact.

3.6.4 Mitigation Summary

The Project would not result in significant impacts to Geology and Soils; therefore, no
mitigation is required.
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3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) EMISSIONS

Potentiall Less Then Less Than
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -Would the otentiatty Significant o= No
o Significant : Significant
Project: with Impact
Impact L Impact
Mitigation

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant ] ] Ul
impact on the environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing U U U

the emissions of greenhouse gases?

3.7.1 Environmental Setting

GHGs are defined as any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere. GHGs
include, but are not limited to, water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CHa),
nitrous oxide (N20), and fluorocarbons. These GHGs lead to the trapping and buildup of
heat in the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface, commonly known as the Greenhouse
Effect. The atmosphere and the oceans are reaching their capacity to absorb CO2 and
other GHGs without significantly changing the Earth’s climate. Unlike criteria pollutants
and TACs, which are pollutants of regional and local concern, GHGs and climate
change are local, regional, and global issues.

As stated on California’s Climate Change Portal (www.climatechange.ca.gov):

Climate change is expected to have significant, widespread impacts on California's
economy and environment. California's unique and valuable natural treasures -
hundreds of miles of coastline, high value forestry and agriculture, snow-melt fed
fresh water supply, vast snow and water fueled recreational opportunities, as well as
other natural wonders - are especially at risk.

In addition, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), in the section of its
Fifth Assessment Report by Working Group Il, Climate Change 2014: Impacts,
Adaptation, and Vulnerability (Romero-Lankao et al. 2014) specific to North America
(Chapter 26), stated in part:

North American ecosystems are under increasing stress from rising temperatures,
CO2 concentrations, and sea-levels, and are particularly vulnerable to climate
extremes (very high confidence). Climate stresses occur alongside other
anthropogenic influences on ecosystems, including land-use changes, non-native
species, and pollution, and in many cases would exacerbate these pressures (very
high confidence). [26.4.1; 26.4.3]. Evidence since the Fourth Assessment Report
(ARA4) highlights increased ecosystem vulnerability to multiple and interacting climate
stresses in forest ecosystems, through wildfire activity, regional drought, high
temperatures, and infestations (medium confidence) [26.4.2.1; Box 26-2]; and in
October 2016
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coastal zones due to increasing temperatures, ocean acidification, coral reef
bleaching, increased sediment load in run-off, sea level rise, storms, and storm
surges (high confidence) [26.4.3.1].

Climate change is having widespread impacts on California's economy and
environment, and will continue to affect communities across the State in the future.
Many impacts, including increased fires, floods, severe storms, and heat waves are
occurring already (California Climate Change Center 2012). Documented effects of
climate change in California include increased average, maximum, and minimum
temperatures; decreased spring run-off to the Sacramento River; shrinking glaciers in
the Sierra Nevada; a rise in sea level at the Golden Gate Bridge; warmer temperatures
in Lake Tahoe, Mono Lake, and other major lakes; and changes in elevations for plant
and animal species (Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 2013).

According to the IPCC, the concentration of COz2, the primary GHG, has increased from
approximately 280 parts per million (ppm) in pre-industrial times to well over 380 ppm.
The current rate of increase in CO2 concentrations is about 1.9 ppm/year; present CO2
concentrations are higher than any time in at least the last 650,000 years. To meet the
statewide GHG reduction target for 2020, requiring California to reduce total statewide
GHG emissions to 1990 levels (Health & Saf. Code, § 38550), and the 2050 goal of 80
percent below 1990 levels (Executive Order S-3-05), projects must contribute to slowing
the increase in GHG emissions and, ultimately, contribute to reducing California’s output
of GHGs. To reach these GHG reduction targets, per capita emissions would need to be
reduced by slightly less than 5 percent per year during the 2020 to 2030 period, with
continued reductions required through mid-century.

COg2 is the most common reference gas for climate change. To account for the warming
potential of different GHGs, emissions are often quantified and reported as CO:
equivalents (COze). With the warming potential of CO2 set at a reference value of 1,
CH4 has a warming potential of 25 (i.e., 1 ton of methane has the same warming
potential as 25 tons of CO2 [IPCC 2007]), while N2O has a warming potential of 298.
There is widespread international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in
GHGs have and will continue to contribute to climate change, although there is
uncertainty concerning the magnitude and rate of the warming.

3.7.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to GHG emissions and relevant to
the Project are identified in Appendix A. Various entities address this issue area at the
state and regional levels. For example, CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan (2008)
establishes GHG reduction strategies and goals for California’s future, focusing on large
contributors to State GHG emissions (e.g., power generation and transportation). At the
local level, Solano County (2011) adopted a Climate Action Plan in June 2011. The Plan
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Greenhouse Gas Emissions

includes GHG inventories and projections for the County, and recommended reduction
measures for the five strategy sectors of agriculture, transportation and land use,
energy use and efficiency, water use and efficiency, and waste reduction and recycling.
At the regional level, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) developed Plan Bay Area, a regional
transportation plan for the nine-county Bay Area. The Plan includes the San Francisco
Bay Area Sustainable Communities Strategy in accordance with California Senate Bill
(SB) 375 and the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan, and includes policies that focus
on using the existing transportation network more efficiently (ABAG and MTC 2013).

3.7.3 Impact Analysis

Quantifying project GHG emissions is complex and relies on numerous assumptions.
GHG emissions are generally classified as direct (associated with production of GHG
emissions from the immediate Project area, including combustion of fuel in engines and
construction vehicles used on-site) and indirect (including emissions from vehicles that
deliver materials and equipment to the site). With the exception of very large projects,
GHGs from individual projects are typically less than significant at the project scale;
however, GHG emissions can have a substantial cumulative impact. The revisions to
the State CEQA Guidelines adopted on December 30, 2009 (8 15064, subd. (h)(3)),
encourages lead agencies to quantify GHG emissions where possible and provides the
basis to assess cumulative impacts of GHG emissions. Section 15064 indicates that:

...a lead agency may determine that a project’s incremental contribution to a
cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable if the project will comply with the
requirements in a previously approved plan or mitigation program (including, but not
limited to, water quality control plan, air quality attainment or maintenance plan,
integrated waste management plan, habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plan, plans or regulations for the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions) that provides specific requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen
the cumulative problem within the geographic area in which the project is located.

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment?

Less than Significant Impact. The BAAQMD has adopted 1,100 metric tons of
COcelyear (MTCOzel/year) as a GHG operational emissions significance criterion for
development projects, but has not adopted thresholds for evaluating GHG emissions
from construction activities. Construction activities are short term, and direct comparison
of construction GHG emissions with long-term thresholds would not be appropriate
because these emissions cease upon completion of construction. Other districts (e.g.,
South Coast Air Quality Management District 2008; San Luis Obispo County Air
Pollution Control District 2012) recommend that GHG emissions from construction
activities (and other short-term sources) be evaluated as part of the total project GHG
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Greenhouse Gas Emissions

emissions by amortizing total emissions during construction over a project’s operational
lifetime for comparison with long-term GHG emissions significance thresholds.

For this analysis, the amortization method was applied over the Project’s projected
operational lifetime (30 years). Total construction GHG emissions were calculated using
methods and assumptions described in Section 3.3, Air Quality (see Appendix B for
detailed calculations), amortized over 30 years, and compared to the BAAQMD
operational threshold. Table 3.7-1 lists GHG emissions for each construction source.
The Project would generate a total of 713.4 MTCOze over the entire construction period.
Amortized over the Project’s anticipated 30-year operational lifetime, construction would
result in amortized annual emissions of 23.8 MTCOze per year. Amortized annual
construction emissions would not exceed the threshold of significance; therefore, GHG
emissions would be less than significant.

Table 3.7-1. Project Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Work Component Cogs cmlzslei:
(metric tons)
Horizontal Directional Drilling 232.4
Pipeline Replacement 233.4
Construction Office (includes operation of vehicles and off-road equipment) 66.5
Marine Construction Equipment (includes operation of marine vessels) 181.2
Total Construction Emissions (metric tons)? 713.4
GHGs Amortized Over 30 years (metric tons/year) 23.8
BAAQMD Project Threshold of Significance (metric tons/year) 1,100
Exceeds Threshold? No

Notes: ! Totals in table may not exactly add up due to rounding.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

No Impact. As described under Checklist Item a) above, Project construction emissions
would not exceed BAAQMD thresholds of significance. GHGs from construction
activities emitted either directly or indirectly would not have a significant impact on the
environment or substantially contribute to global GHG emissions. Therefore, the Project
would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the
purposes of reducing GHG emissions. Further, as operational emissions of the BAPL
pipeline would not change following Project completion, the Project would not conflict
with established GHG reduction targets.

3.7.4 Mitigation Summary

The Project would not generate significant GHG emissions; therefore, no mitigation is
required.
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3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -
Would the Project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

O

d

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5
and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the Project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in
the Project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the Project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are

intermixed with wildlands?

3.8.1 Environmental Setting

The Project site is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County
and extends into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from the shore (Figure 1-1).
Uses of the marsh consist of preserving wildlife habitat and recreation, including hunting
and fishing. There are no permanent residences or industrial activities within the Project
area. Searches of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker and
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Envirostor databases showed no
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Hazards and Hazardous Materials

potentially contaminated sites within the Project area (SWRCB 2016; DTSC 2016). The
nearest sites are a former military radar station located more than 3 miles north of the
North Work Area and a former leaking underground storage tank located at CDFW
facility on Grizzly Island Road approximately 5 miles north of the North Work Area.

3.8.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to hazards and hazardous materials
and relevant to the Project are identified in Appendix A. At the local level, the Solano
County General Plan contains the following hazardous materials-related policy relevant
to Project activities (Solano County 2015a):

e HS.P-26: Minimize the risks associated with transporting, storing, and using
hazardous materials through methods that include careful land use planning and
coordination with appropriate Federal, State, or County agencies.

3.8.3 Impact Analysis

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

a) and b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The Project would involve the routine
transport, storage, use, and disposal of small quantities of hazardous materials during
construction. Products used during construction such as gasoline, diesel, lubricants
(e.g., bentonite clay drilling slurry for HDD), and solvents are categorized as hazardous
materials, and are highly regulated by federal, state, and local laws and regulations.
Significant impacts to the surrounding environment(s) could occur if routine operations
or unanticipated accidents release such materials into the environment.

Several MMs would be implemented, as outlined below, to ensure that potential impacts
from hazardous material releases are avoided or mitigated to less than significant. For
example, MM HAZ-1 would require preparation of an Oil Spill Response Plan (OSRP).
To ensure that no residual product in the BAPL is accidentally released into the
environment when the pipeline is cut to make the tie-in, the pipeline would be pigged’
and flushed to clean it of residual petroleum products in accordance with MM HAZ-2.
Because drill muds could be released during drilling in the event of an inadvertent return
(a condition where drill mud is released through fractured bedrock into the surrounding

7 Pigging involves pushing a device known as a “pig” through the pipe using nitrogen. The pig has a
diameter similar to the inner diameter of the pipe and cleans the pipe of all petroleum products as it
passes through.
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1 rock and sand and travels to the surface), an Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan for
2 HDD would be prepared that includes contingencies for terrestrial and aquatic
3 inadvertent return conditions (see MM HAZ-3); a draft of this plan has been developed
4 and is included as Appendix D. Engineering design methods such as the 20-inch casing
5 proposed at the South Work Area would also minimize disturbance on the bay bottom,
6 would reduce turbidity during the drilling by isolating the drilling operation from the
7 surrounding water, and would ensure that drill muds are captured and recirculated.
8 MM HAZ-1: Oil Spill Response Plan (OSRP). Chevron Pipe Line Company shall
9 submit a Project-specific OSRP to California State Lands Commission staff 30
10 days prior to start of Project activities for review and approval. At a minimum,
11 the Project-specific OSRP shall:
12 e Clearly identify the responsibilities of onshore and offshore contractors
13 prior to and during an unanticipated release of oil or other hydrocarbon;
14 e List and identify the location(s) of oil spill response equipment (including
15 booms) onshore and offshore onboard Project vessels;
16 e List response times for deployment;
17 e Require that petroleum-fueled equipment on the main deck of all vessels
18 have drip pans or other means of collecting dripped petroleum, which
19 shall be collected and treated with onboard equipment;
20 ¢ Require the primary work vessel to carry on board a minimum 400 feet
21 of sorbent boom, five bales of sorbent pads at least 18-inch by 18-inch
22 square, and small powered boat for rapid deployment to contain and
23 clean up any small spill or sheen on the water surface;
24 e Ensure that contracts with off-site spill response companies are in place
25 prior to start of Project activities; and
26 e Provide for additional containment and clean-up resources as needed.
27 MM HAZ-2: Pipeline Cleaning and Containment. Prior to cutting and tie-in
28 activities, the existing pipeline shall be pigged and flushed to remove residual
29 petroleum products. This work would begin at a valve location in Pittsburg and
30 continue to another valve location near Highway 113 or at Birds Landing. The
31 water and cleaning agent used to flush the pipe shall be recovered at the valve
32 location near Highway 113 or at Birds Landings and disposed of at an
33 appropriate facility. Although the line will be cleaned prior to cutting for the tie-
34 in, secondary containment shall be set up at the North and South Work Areas
35 as a precaution to prevent the accidental release of any material that may still
36 remain inside the pipeline.
37 MM HAZ-3: Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan. At least 30 days before Project
38 implementation, Chevron Pipe Line Company shall submit to California State
39 Lands Commission staff for review and approval, and shall subsequently
40 implement in the event of an inadvertent return, a Final Inadvertent Return
41 Contingency Plan for Horizontal Directional Drilling. The Inadvertent Return
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Contingency Plan shall ensure that preventive and responsive measures can
be implemented by the contractor and shall include:

e Design protocols to be implemented for the protection of sensitive
cultural and biological resources; and

e Design protocols to require a geotechnical engineer or qualified
geologist to make recommendations regarding the suitability of the
formations to be bored to minimize the potential for inadvertent return
conditions.

The existing pipe segment may also contain an asbestos coating that would need to be
removed to complete the tie-in. Typically, if present, 3 to 10 feet of the coating would
need to be removed at the North and South ends of the pipeline. To ensure safety,
avoid contamination of the environment with asbestos, and ensure proper disposal of
any asbestos coating removed from the pipe, the following MM would be implemented.

MM HAZ-4: Asbestos Handling Procedures. Construction personnel shall be
informed of the potential presence of asbestos-containing material (ACM) at
the construction site prior to their assignment. After exposing the existing
pipeline and prior to start of cutting and tie-in activities, a certified asbestos
inspector/consultant shall test whether the coating consists of ACM greater
than 1 percent by weight. If testing reveals the coating contains ACM less than
1 percent by weight, the pipe segment shall be treated as normal construction
waste and no additional measures are required. If testing reveals the coating
contains ACM greater than 1 percent by weight, the materials shall be abated
by a certified asbestos abatement contractor in accordance with the regulations
and notification requirements of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District,
and in accordance with applicable worker safety regulations. All ACM removed
from the pipe segment shall be labeled, transported, and disposed of at a
verified and approved ACM disposal facility.

c¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed
school?

No Impact. The Project is within the undeveloped Suisun Marsh, and there are no
existing or proposed schools within 0.25 mile of the Project area. The nearest school is
Shore Acres Elementary School, which is four miles from the South Work Area in Bay
Point. Therefore, there would be no impact to schools.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

No Impact. The Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List is a planning
document used by the State, local agencies, and developers to comply with CEQA
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requirements in providing information about the location of hazardous materials release
sites. Government Code section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental
Protection Agency to develop an updated Cortese List at least annually.

As described in Section 3.8.1, Environmental Setting, searches of the SWRCB’s
GeoTracker and the DTSC’s Envirostor databases (searched on March 1, 2016)
showed no potentially contaminated sites within the Project area. Within the Suisun
Marsh, the nearest site is a former military radar station (a former Very High Frequency
4K4 Military Reservation) located more than 3 miles north of the North Work Area. This
site, which is currently under assessment, was used by the Department of Defense from
1942 to 1948 and contained an underground storage tank, gun emplacement, pole-
mounted transformer, and a cistern. Additionally, approximately 5 miles northwest of the
North Work Area, there is a former leaking underground storage tank located at CDFW
facility on Grizzly Island Road. This CDFW property was closed in 1987. Other sites
were noted in the databases across Honker Bay 3 miles or more from the South Work
Area; however, there is no potential pathway for contamination from sites across
Honker Bay to affect the Project area. Therefore, there would be no impact.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the Project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the Project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the Project area?

e) and f) No Impact. The Project is not located within an airport land use plan. The
nearest airports or airfields are Travis Air Force Base to the north (12 miles), the Rio
Vista Municipal Airport to the east (12 miles), and the Buchanan Field Airport to the
southeast (10 miles). There are no private airstrips located in proximity to the Project
area. Therefore, there would be no impact.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact. The Project area is in a remote portion of Suisun Marsh, well off public
roadways. No public roadways that would be used as emergency response or
evacuation routes would be closed as a result of the Project; thus the Project would not
interfere with emergency response or evacuation plans. Therefore, there would be no
impact.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?
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Less than Significant Impact. Grizzly Island is a wildlands area potentially subject to
wildland fires in dry areas. The Project component most at risk to wildland fires would
be the North Work Area. The marshland surrounding the North Work Area is periodically
inundated and the vegetation tends remain green during the spring, posing a lower fire
risk than dry grassland. The work area is a 200-foot by 300-foot pad constructed of
base rock material, providing a buffer between the workers and equipment and
surrounding vegetation. The Suisun Marsh in the Project area is flat and open, providing
visibility over long distances allowing workers identify a potential approaching fire. In
addition, there are various locations along the Grizzly Island roads that are wide enough
to be used as safe-zones in case of a wildland fire. For these reasons, the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires would be less than significant.

3.8.4 Mitigation Summary

Implementation of the following MMs would reduce the potential for Project-related
impacts related to the potential release of Hazardous Materials to less than significant:

e MM HAZ-1: Oil Spill Response Plan

e MM HAZ-2: Pipeline Cleaning and Containment
e MM HAZ-3: Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan
e MM HAZ-4: Asbestos Handling Procedures
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3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -
Would the Project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

d

O

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies

or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in
a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on or off site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on or off site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of
a levee or dam?

J) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss. Injury or death involving inundation
by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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3.9.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County and
extends into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from the shore (Figure 1-1). Suisun
Marsh is part of the San Francisco Estuary and is the largest contiguous brackish marsh
on the West Coast. Honker Bay is located in the eastern portion of Suisun Bay,
approximately 5 miles west of the confluence of the Sacramento and San Joaquin
Rivers. Fresh water from the rivers and numerous smaller tributaries flows out through
the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, Suisun Bay, San Pablo Bay, the San
Francisco Estuary and ultimately to the Pacific Ocean.

Freshwater inflows, tidal flows, and their interactions largely determine variations in the
hydrology of the San Francisco Estuary, including Suisun Marsh and Honker Bay. The
normal tidal range within Suisun Marsh is approximately 5 feet. Tidal velocities in
Suisun Marsh channels and sloughs, which depend on the size of the channel cross
section and the upstream tidal volume (upstream area), are generally moderate, with
maximum velocities of between 1 and 2 feet per second (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
[USBR] et al. 2011).

Most tidal channels in Suisun Marsh are bordered by levees that protect managed
wetlands. These levees are often a mix of dredged sediment and artificial materials
such as riprap and often have fringing vegetation. Montezuma Slough is the major tidal
channel within Suisun Marsh, and is located east of the Project. Other channels in the
vicinity of the Project include Roaring River Slough and Grizzly Slough.

To meet the salinity requirements stipulated by the SWRCB to support "beneficial uses"
in Decision-1485, DWR (for the California State Water Project) and USBR (for the
Federal Central Valley Project) have constructed several facilities in Suisun Marsh to
provide lower salinity water to managed wetlands. The Roaring River Distribution
System facility is located near the eastern end of Montezuma Slough and provides
seasonal water management needs to approximately 5,000 acres of managed wetlands
on Simmons, Hammond, Van Sickle, Wheeler, and Grizzly Islands by providing lower
salinity water from Montezuma Slough. It is designed to tidally pump water from
Montezuma Slough through a bank of eight 60-inch culverts equipped with fish screens
that are maintained and operated by DWR.

The Montezuma Slough Salinity Control Gates, which began operating in 1989, span
Montezuma Slough near the Roaring River intake and are periodically operated from
October to May to meet the more recently established salinity standards set by
Decision-1641 to block the salty flood tide from Grizzly Bay, but allow passage of the
freshwater ebb tide from the mouth of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.
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3.9.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to hydrology and water quality and
relevant to the Project are identified in Appendix A. The Project area is within the
jurisdiction of the SFBRWQCB, which implements the Water Quality Control Plan for the
San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan) (SFBRWQCB 2015). The Basin Plan designates
beneficial uses for specific surface water and groundwater resources, establishes water
guality objectives to protect those uses, and sets forth policies to guide the
implementation of programs to attain the objectives. Beneficial uses for Honker Bay
include commercial fishing, estuarine habitat, fish migration, preservation of rare and
endangered species, recreational water uses (contact and non-contact), and wildlife
habitat uses. Beneficial uses for Montezuma Slough are the same as for Honker Bay
with the addition of fish spawning, warm freshwater habitat, and navigation.

Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act, the SFBRWQCB issues permits for discharges to
land or surface waters. The limitations placed on the discharge are designed to ensure
compliance with water quality objectives in the Basin Plan. To obtain a permit, the
discharger must submit a Report of Waste Discharge and the requirements of CEQA
must be met. Additionally, all dischargers must submit monitoring reports. Construction
activities that disturb 1 or more acres of land surface are regulated under the Statewide
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order
No. 2012-0006-DWQ) (SWRCB 2012). This general permit also covers construction
activities associated with Linear Underground/Overhead Utility Projects such as
installation of underground pipelines, trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, and
stockpile/borrow locations. To obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit,
the legally responsible person must file a Notice of Intent (NOI), Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), risk assessment, site map(s), and drawings.

The SWRCB’s Water Quality Order 2003-003-DWQ, Statewide General Waste
Discharge Requirements for Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality
(SWRCB 2003), addresses potential discharges of low water quality-threat wastewater.
Discharges that may be covered include hydrostatic test water and excavation
dewatering. In accordance with this permit, all dischargers must comply with all
applicable provisions in the Project area’s Basin Plan, including any prohibitions and
water quality objectives for surface water and groundwater. Discharges must be made
to land owned or controlled by the discharger, unless the discharger has a written lease
or agreement with the landowner. An NOI must be filed with the regional board (in this
case the SFBRWQCB) prior to any wastewater discharge to land that would have low
water quality-threat discharges. Compliance with permit terms, including any monitoring,
and filing a notice of termination upon completion of the activity are also required.
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3.9.3 Impact Analysis

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Construction activities may affect water quality
in the Honker Bay receiving waters as well as within the marsh and open water habitat.
Project implementation, including the establishment of construction work areas and
staging areas, placement of rock on existing access roads, and installation of the
pipeline could potentially discharge sediments or pollutants into the marsh, canals, and
bay. In addition, the Project includes in- and over-water activities in Honker Bay.

Construction activities at the North Work Area would include the creation of a 200-by-
300-foot (approximately 1.4 acres) work pad using clean fill material to provide a level
and stable working surface. The North Work Area would accommodate the drilling rig,
generator, construction materials and equipment, three 21,000-gallon water storage
tanks, and the drilling fluid (“drilling mud”) mixing, pumping, and recycling equipment. In
the absence of proper controls, these construction activities could result in erosion and
sedimentation or the discharge of pollutants. Additionally, there would be two staging
areas located near the North Work Area to support construction activities, and
construction materials would be temporarily stored in these areas.

The South Work Area would have similar equipment located on the platform and barge
fleet as at the North Work Area, including mixing tank, cleaning unit, tanks, pumps, and
generators. Spills of diesel fuel, hydraulic oil, and lubricants could occur, potentially
impacting water quality, while drill muds could be released during drilling in the event of
an inadvertent return (see Section 3.8, Hazards). Pile installation and removal could
also locally increase turbidity in Honker Bay.

The new pipe segment would be hydrostatically tested before and after installation
using approximately 15,000 gallons of potable water from the City of Fairfield. The same
water would be used for both tests. Discharge of this water to land or water could affect
water quality.

As discussed above, construction activities could result in a discharge to land or water.
The following MMs would be implemented to minimize runoff pollutants at the
construction sites and reduce impacts.

MM HWQ-1:. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). A SWPPP
consistent with the Statewide National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
Construction General Permit (Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ) shall be developed
and implemented. The SWPPP shall detail the construction-phase erosion and
sediment control best management practices (BMPs) and the housekeeping
measures for control of contaminants other than sediment. Erosion control
BMPs shall include source control measures such as wetting of dry and dusty
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Hydrology and Water Quality

surfaces to prevent fugitive dust emissions, preservation of existing vegetation,
and effective soil cover (e.g., geotextiles, straw much, hydroseeding) for
inactive areas and finished slopes to prevent sediments from being dislodged
by wind, rain, or flowing water. Sediment control BMPs shall include measures
such as installation of fiber rolls and sediment basins to capture and remove
particles that have already been dislodged. The SWPPP shall establish good
housekeeping measures such as construction vehicle storage and
maintenance, handling procedures for hazardous materials, and waste
management BMPs, which shall include procedural and structural measures to
prevent the release of wastes and materials used at the site. The SWPPP shall
also detail spill prevention and control measures to identify the proper storage
and handling techniques of fuels and lubricants, and the procedures to follow in
the event of a spill.

MM HWQ-2: Hydrostatic Test Water Disposal. Once hydrostatic testing is
complete, the water shall be transferred to water storage tanks, tested, and
discharged or disposed of as follows:

e If results from testing allow, the water shall either be discharged to
surrounding waters in accordance with the requirements of the Statewide
Construction General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with
Construction Activity or discharged to land in accordance with the State
Water Resources Control Board’s Statewide National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System General Permit (Order 2003-0003-DWQ) for below-
threat water quality discharges to land.

e |If a permit cannot be obtained, or if testing indicates the water contains
contaminants in excess of permitted levels, the water shall be hauled off
site for disposal at a permitted commercial disposal facility.

Additionally, to ensure impacts resulting from turbidity and sedimentation are minimized
to less than significant, MM BIO-8 would be implemented.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

No Impact. The Project is a short-term construction project that would not use
groundwater (potable water from the City of Fairfield would be used for hydrostatic
testing). The Project may require dewatering of the trench for the HDD entry pit in the
North Work Area; however, because this would be temporary and of short duration,
groundwater supplies would not be impacted. There are no elements of the Project that
would interfere with groundwater recharge; therefore, there would be no impact.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Hydrology and Water Quality

c¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not alter the drainage pattern of the
Project area. Erosion and siltation of adjacent waters would be minimized by the
implementation of a SWPPP and adherence with regulatory permit conditions;
therefore, the impact would be less than significant.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on or off site?

No Impact. The Project would not alter existing drainage patterns or increase the rate
or amount of stormwater runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on or off site;
therefore, there would be no impact.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

No Impact. The Project area does not drain into any municipal stormwater drainage
system. The Project would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of such systems nor would it provide substantial sources of polluted runoff.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Project activities with the potential to degrade
water quality are discussed and addressed in Checklist Item a) above.

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

g) and h) No Impact. The Project does not include housing or placing of new
permanent structures in the 100-year flood hazard area; therefore, there would be no
impact.

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?
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No Impact. Due to the nature and location of the Project, people and structures would
not be exposed to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death due to flooding risks
associated with dam or levee failure; therefore, there would be no impact.

J) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss. Injury or death
involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

No Impact. The Project area is located in the eastern portion of Suisun Bay, which is
not susceptible to tsunamis (Solano County 2012). Additionally, because of the
relatively level topography of the site and surroundings, the potential for seiches or
damaging mudflows are not expected to be significant hazards in the Project area. As a
result, there would be no impacts from a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

3.9.4 Mitigation Summary
Implementation of the following MMs would reduce the potential for Project-related

impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality to less than significant:

e MM HWQ-1: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
e MM HWQ-2: Hydrostatic Test Water Disposal
e MM BIO-8: Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization
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3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING

Potentiall Less Then Less Than
LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the otentiatly Significant N, No
. Significant : Significant
Project: Impact with Impact Impact
b Mitigation b
a) Physically divide an established = = =

community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the Project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local ] ] Ul
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community U U U

conservation plan?

3.10.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County and
would extend into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from shore (Figure 1-1). New
pipe would be contained within existing rights-of-way or easements granted by
landowners, including the CSLC, to CPL; some easements would be modified to
increase widths or allow temporary work access for the Project. Temporary structures
related to staging areas, work areas, and the proposed pipe string staging would be
located in and north of Honker Bay and would occur on a mix of private lands, state
lands, the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area (which is under the jurisdiction of CDFW), and
land managed by the Suisun Marsh Preservation Agreement. Land within areas
traversed by the Project consists primarily of natural lands managed for wildlife, hunting,
and similar uses.

Under the Solano County General Plan, the Project area is within the Marsh
Designation, which provides for protection of marsh and wetland areas. The designation
permits aquatic and wildlife habitat; marsh-oriented recreational uses; agricultural
activities compatible with the marsh environment and marsh habitat; educational and
scientific research; educational facilities supportive of and compatible with marsh
functions; and restoration of historic tidal wetlands. The Project area is also within the
Resource Conservation Overlay, which identifies and protects areas in the County with
special resource management needs. This designation recognizes the presence of
certain important natural resources in the County while maintaining the validity of
underlying land use designations. The overlay protects resources by requiring study of
potential effects if development is proposed in these locations and providing mitigation
to support urban development in cities.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Land Use and Planning

3.10.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to land use and planning and relevant
to the Project are identified in Appendix A. At the local level, Solano County land use
plans and regulations applicable to the Project include: the Solano County General Plan
(in particular the Suisun Marsh Policy Addendum), zoning regulations, and Suisun
Marsh Local Protection Program. Specific goals, objectives, and policies from the above
mentioned plans applicable to land use are discussed below.

Infrastructure and utilities are addressed in the Public Facilities and Services chapter of
the Solano County General Plan (Solano County 2008c). The General Plan’s Land Use
Element includes the following goals and policies of relevance to this Project:

e LU.G-4: Encourage land use development patterns and circulation and
transportation systems that promote health and wellness and minimize adverse
effects on agriculture and natural resources, energy consumption, and air quality.

e LU.P-35: Promote land use and design standards that create cleaner air and
water and safer streets.

The Suisun Marsh Policy Addendum to the Solano County General Plan contains the
Solano County component of the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program, which was
certified by BCDC on November 3, 1982, and amended on February 2, 1999 (Solano
County 2008a). Solano County has initiated an update of its component of the Suisun
Marsh Local Protection Program, but these have not yet been adopted. Of relevance to
this Project, the Suisun Marsh Policy Addendum, Policy 2, states that underground
pipelines, wires, and cables should be permitted in the Suisun Marsh if no alternative
route is feasible and they are designed and constructed to meet the following standards:

a. Installation of pipes, wires, and cables (particularly local service utilities) are
located within existing road rights-of way whenever possible.

b. All pipelines passing through the Marsh meet Pipeline Safety Regulations of the
U.S. Department of Transportation regarding pipe thickness, pressure limiting
devices, emergency shut-down valves and other safety design criteria.

c. Whenever construction occurs within the wetlands, it is confined to the dry months
(generally April 15 through October 15) to minimize disturbance of wetland
vegetation, wintering migratory waterfowl, other water-associated birds, and
nesting resident birds.

d. Wide-track or amphibious construction equipment is used to reduce the bearing
weight of the equipment unless pads are laid on the wetland area to support the
heavy machinery and to prevent it from sinking into the soft marsh soil. Equipment
movement to the construction site within the Marsh is limited to roads in the
immediate vicinity of the pipeline, wire, or cable being installed to minimize
disruption of Marsh wildlife habitat. The construction site is well defined and
clearly marked so that workers do not disturb adjacent Marsh areas.
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e. When a trench is cut to install a pipe, wire, or cable, excavation is only slightly
wider than the utility line to be buried to minimize wetland disturbance.

f.  When pipelines only are being installed across wetlands, the “trench and push”
method of construction is employed. This construction method, the least
damaging to the wetlands because it avoids the need for heavy equipment
alongside the trench to install the pipe, involves filling the excavated trench with
water and pushing or pulling the assembled pipe through the Marsh trench.
Recent pipeline installations in the Suisun Marsh, conducted under a [BCDC]
permit, indicate that this is a practical method in the Marsh.

g. Tidal marsh and managed wetlands disturbed during pipeline, wire, or cable
construction will generally revegetate naturally within one growing season if the
top layer of soil and vegetation is stockpiled when the trench is first dug and
replaced on top of the backfilled trench to facilitate revegetation. If a completed
trench is not revegetated within one growing season in a managed wetland, the
disturbed area must be reseeded with appropriate native plant seed.

h. In water areas (bays and sloughs), dredging and pipe and cable installation is
scheduled so as to avoid major fish migrations.

The Project area is zoned Marsh Protection (MP) under the Solano County Zoning
Ordinance, the purpose of which is to preserve and enhance the quality and diversity of
marsh habitats, within which marsh-oriented uses will be encouraged to the exclusion of
such other uses of land that may be in conflict with the long-term preservation and
protection of marsh areas. Infrastructure uses of pipelines, transmission lines, or
distribution lines in right-of-ways are allowable uses within the MP zone. Temporary
construction and infrastructure uses of “temporary facilities for the transfer of materials
from shore to barge” require a use permit. In addition, any development within Suisun
Marsh, as defined by Public Resources Code section 29114, will be subject to obtaining
a Marsh Development Permit pursuant to the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act of 1977.

3.10.3 Impact Analysis

a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The Project is a short-term construction project in an undeveloped area and
would not involve construction of any aboveground structures which would physically
divide an established community; therefore, there would be no impact.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the Project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The Project would replace a portion of an
existing, aged underground pipeline, which, over the long term, would decrease the
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likelihood of future leaks and maintain the natural assets of the Project area. Project
construction methods, as described in Section 2, Project Description, are consistent
with Policy 2 of the Suisun Marsh Policy Addendum. Construction activities would result
in short-term impacts both onshore (e.g., creation of the North Work Area pad and two
staging areas) and offshore (e.g., creation of the South Work area pile-supported
platform), including placement of construction vehicles, vessels, equipment, and
materials; however, physical areas of impact would be restored to pre-Project conditions
at the end of construction. The use of HDD to install a new segment of pipe under the
marsh reduces the need for separate repairs using open trenching in the marsh, which
would be less consistent with the land use policies. The Project schedule is generally
based on a 7-day, 12-hour/day work week, between May and July 2017, which avoids
high use periods (July through February). Exceptions to this general schedule may
occur as described in Section 2.4.1, Construction Activities and Schedule.

With the implementation of MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-9, as well as compliance with
any conditions required by other agencies with jurisdiction over the Project (see Section
1.7, Approvals and Regulatory Requirements), the Project would be consistent with
applicable plans, policies, and regulations; therefore, the impact would be less than
significant.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

No Impact. No adopted habitat or natural community conservation plans are applicable
to the Project area. The Solano County Water Agency (2012) released a draft Solano
Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan for public review in 2012; as drafted, the Project
would not conflict with this Plan. Therefore, there would be no impact.

3.10.4 Mitigation Summary

Implementation of the following MMs would reduce the potential for Project-related
impacts to Land Use and Planning to less than significant:

e MM BIO-1: Environmental Awareness Training

e MM BIO-2: Biological Monitoring and Surveying

e MM BIO-3: Wildlife Exclusion Fencing

¢ MM BIO-4: Migratory Birds Avoidance

e MM BIO-5: North Work Area Vegetation Impact Minimization Plan
e MM BIO-6: Revegetation and Monitoring Plan

¢ MM BIO-7: Emergent Wetland Vegetation Avoidance

e MM BIO-8: Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization

¢ MM BIO-9: Pile Driving Soft-Start Technique
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3.11 MINERAL RESOURCES

Potentially LESE Tl Less Than
MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the C Significant U No
L Significant ; Significant
Project: Impact e Impact et
b Mitigation P

a) Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of value [ ] ]
to the region and the residents of the State?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource recovery

: . - O O O
site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

3.11.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County and
would extend into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from shore (Figure 1-1). No
identified mineral resources are within the Project area (Solano County 2008c, Figure
RS-4). In the North Work Area, a work pad area would be constructed using clean fill
material to provide a stable and level work surface for construction equipment and
materials. Approximately 31,000 tons of 6- to 8-inch rock and 12,000 tons of 3/4-inch
base rock would be used to create the work pad. The rock fill would originate from the
Dutra Materials quarry in San Rafael, Marin County. Upon Project completion, the rock
would be removed from the site and reused or resold.

3.11.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to mineral resources and relevant to
the Project are identified in Appendix A. The Dutra Materials quarry (Mine ID No. 91-07-
008) is listed in the “AB 3098 List” published by the California Department of
Conservation’s Office of Mine Reclamation (2016), which means it is identified as a
mine regulated under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act that meets provisions set
forth under Public Resources Code section 2717, subdivision (b). At the local level, two
Solano County General Plan mineral resources policies are relevant to the Project
(Solano County 2008c):

e RS.P-33: The County shall preserve, for future use, areas with important mineral
resources by preventing residential, commercial, and industrial development that
would be incompatible with mining practices to the extent feasible.

e RS.P-34: Ensure that mineral extraction operations are performed in a manner
compatible with land uses on the site and surrounding area and do not adversely
affect the environment. At the end of such operations, ensure that the site is
restored to conform with Surface Mining and Reclamation Act requirements and
to a use compatible with surrounding land uses.
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3.11.3 Impact Analysis

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the State?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use
plan?

a) and b) No impact. The Project area consists of undeveloped marshes, and no
known mineral resources are located within or near the Project area; therefore, there
would be no impact.

3.11.4 Mitigation Summary

The Project would have no impacts to Mineral Resources; therefore, no mitigation is
required.
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3.12 NOISE
Potentially Iéfsnsif-irchair: Less Than No
NOISE — Would the Project: Significant | >'¢"" Significant
with Impact
Impact L Impact
Mitigation

a) Result in exposure of persons to or
generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general ] ] Ul
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

b) Result in exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive ground-borne vibration ] ] Ul
or ground- borne noise levels?

¢) Result in a substantial permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity ] ] ]
above levels existing without the Project?

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise Ievel_s in the Project = = ]
vicinity above levels existing without the
Project?

e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, W|t_h|n 2 miles of a publl_c airport or = ] ]
public use airport, would the Project expose
people residing or working in the Project area
to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would th_e P_ro;ect expose people n . .
residing or working in the Project area to
excessive noise levels?

3.12.1 Environmental Setting

This section discusses impacts of Project-generated noise on humans. Noise impacts to
biological resources are analyzed in Section 3.4.4 of Section 3.4, Biological Resources.

3.12.1.1 Basics of Environmental Acoustics and Vibration
Sound, Noise, and Acoustics

Sound is the mechanical energy of a vibrating object transmitted by pressure waves
through a liquid or gaseous medium (e.g., air). Noise is defined as sound that is
unwanted (i.e., loud, unexpected, or annoying). Acoustics is the physics of sound. The
amplitude of pressure waves generated by a sound source determines the perceived
loudness of that source. A logarithmic scale is used to describe the SPL in terms of dB.
The threshold of human hearing (near-total silence) is approximately 0 dB. A doubling of
sound energy corresponds to an increase of 3 dB. In other words, when two sources at
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Noise

a given location each produce sound of the same loudness, the resulting sound level at
a given distance from that location is approximately 3 dB higher than the sound level
produced by only one of the sources. For example, if one automobile produces a sound
pressure level of 70 dB when it passes an observer, two cars passing simultaneously do
not produce 140 dB; rather, they combine to produce 73 dB.

The perception of loudness can be approximated by filtering frequencies using the
standardized A-weighting network. There is a strong correlation between A-weighted
sound levels (expressed as dBA) and community response to noise. All noise levels
reported in this section are in terms of A-weighting.

As discussed above, doubling sound energy results in a 3-dB increase in sound. In
typical noisy environments, noise-level changes of 1 to 2 dB are generally not
perceptible by the healthy human ear; however, people can begin to detect 3-dB
increases in noise levels. An increase of 5 dB is generally perceived as distinctly
noticeable, and a 10-dB increase is generally perceived as a doubling of loudness. Four
sound level descriptors are commonly used in environmental noise analysis:

e Equivalent sound level (Leg): An average of the sound energy occurring over a
specified time period. In effect, the Leq is the steady-state sound level containing
the same acoustical energy as the time-varying sound that actually occurs during
the same period. The 1-hour, A-weighted equivalent sound level (Leg[h]) is the
energy average of A-weighted sound levels occurring during a 1-hour period.

e Maximum sound level (Lmax): The highest instantaneous sound level measured
during a specified period.

e Day-night average level (Lan): The energy average of A-weighted sound levels
occurring over a 24-hour period, with a 10-dB penalty applied to A-weighted
sound levels occurring during nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.).

e Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL): Similar to Lan, CNEL is the energy-
average of the A-weighted sound levels occurring over a 24-hour period, with a
10 dB penalty applied to A-weighted sound levels occurring during the nighttime
hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) and a 5 dB penalty applied to the A-weighted sound
levels occurring during evening hours (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.). The CNEL is usually
within 1 dB of the Ldn. As it is easier to compute and of more common use, the
Lan is used as the long-term noise measure in this study.

Sound from a localized source (i.e., point source) propagates uniformly outward in a
spherical pattern, and the sound level attenuates (decreases) at a rate of 6 dB for each
doubling of distance from a point/stationary source. Roadways and highways and, to
some extent, moving trains consist of several localized noise sources on a defined path;
these are treated as “line” sources, which approximate the effect of several point
sources. Sound levels attenuate at a rate of 3 dB for each doubling of distance from a
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line source. Therefore, noise from a line source attenuates less with distance than noise
from a point source with increased distance.

Ground-borne Vibration

Ground-borne vibration is energy transmitted in waves through the ground. Vibration
attenuates at a rate of approximately 50 percent for each doubling of distance from the
source. This approach considers only the attenuation from geometric spreading and
tends to provide for a conservative assessment of vibration level at the receiver.
Vibration is an oscillatory motion that can be described in terms of the displacement,
velocity, or acceleration. Vibration is typically described by its peak and root-mean-
square (RMS) amplitudes. The RMS value can be considered an average value over a
given time interval. The peak vibration velocity is the same as the “peak particle
velocity” (PPV), generally presented in units of inches per second. PPV is the maximum
instantaneous positive or negative peak of the vibration signal and is generally used to
assess the potential for damage to buildings and structures. The RMS amplitude is
typically used to assess human annoyance to vibration.

3.12.1.2 Existing Noise Conditions

Noise-sensitive land uses in the Project vicinity (see Figure 1-1) include schools,
hospitals, rest homes, long-term care facilities, mental care facilities, and residences
(Solano County 2015a). The closest noise-sensitive uses to the Mallard Farm segment
of the BAPL are rural/agricultural residential properties south of the Honker Bay in Bay
Point along Port Chicago Highway; the properties are located approximately 18,000 feet
(3.4 miles) from the South Work Area (Figure 1.12-1). The closest structures are located
in four locations: approximately 1,500 feet to 4,500 feet to the east (S-01 and S-03 in
Figure 3.12-1), approximately 3,000 feet to the west (S-02 in Figure 3.12-1), and
approximately 8,000 feet to the southeast (S-04 in Figure 3.12-1). Two staging areas
would also be located near the North Work Area. As shown in Figure 1-2, Staging Area
1 would be located near the closest structure (S-01 in Figure 3.12-1) in the Project area.

Existing noise sources in the Project area include vehicular traffic, agricultural
operations, and natural noise (e.g., wildlife vocalizations, wind). No airports or airstrips
are near the area. Ambient noise levels were measured near existing noise-sensitive
uses. A short-term (15-minute) measurement of ambient noise level was conducted at
one site (ST-01) on March 10, 2014. The existing noise environment was dominated by
local and distant traffic and natural sources (e.g., wind, birds). The measured ambient
noise level at the Project area is 50 dBA Leq or less (ST-01 in Figure 3.12-1). Given the
rural/agricultural nature of the land in the Project vicinity, ambient noise levels are
expected to be quite low—at or below 50 dBA Leq, 45 dBA Leg, and 40 dBA Leq during
the daytime, evening, and nighttime hours, respectively. Figure 3.12-1 shows the
locations of the short-term noise measurement and structures near the Project area.
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Figure 3.12-1. Noise Measurement and Receptor Locations
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3.12.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to noise and relevant to the Project
are identified in Appendix A. Various entities address this issue area at the state and
local level, as discussed below.

3.12.2.1 Caltrans

Caltrans has developed guidelines to assess the significance of vibration produced by
transportation and construction sources (Table 3.12-1). These thresholds address the
subjective reactions of people to both short-term vibration (e.g., from temporary
construction activities) and long-term/permanent vibration (e.g., from transit operations).

Table 3.12-1. Caltrans Guidelines for Vibration Annoyance

Impact Levels, VdB re 1 pin/sec (PPV, in/sec)
Human Response . : :
Transient Sources | Continuous/Frequent Intermittent Sources
Barely Perceptible 80 (0.040) 68 (0.010)
Distinctly Perceptible 96 (0.250) 80 (0.040)
Strongly Perceptible 107 (0.900) 88 (0.100)
Severe 114 (2.000) 100 (0.400)

Source: Caltrans 2013.

Acronyms: Caltrans = California Department of Transportation; pin/sec = microinches per second;
in/sec = inches per second; PPV = peak particle velocity; re: = referenced to; VdB = vibration decibels.
Notes: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.
Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-
seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.

3.12.2.2 Solano County

At the local level, the Solano County General Plan Public Health and Safety chapter
contains goals and policies to support the achievement of those goals (Solano County
2015a). The noise reduction and abatement strategy focuses on the following
preventative techniques to protect noise-sensitive land uses from noise-producing
sources: developing strategies for reducing excessive noise exposure through cost-
effective measures and appropriate zoning that avoids placing incompatible land uses in
proximity to each other; protecting existing regions of the County where noise levels are
currently acceptable and also locations that are deemed noise-sensitive; protecting
existing noise-generating commercial and industrial uses from encroachment of new
noise-sensitive developments; preventing new noise-generating commercial and
industrial uses in Solano County from encroaching on noise-sensitive land uses; and
providing sufficient information regarding existing and future community noise levels so
that noise may be effectively considered in land use planning. Relevant policies include:
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e Policy HS.G-3: Protect people living, working, and visiting Solano County from
the harmful impacts of excessive noise; and

e Policy HS.G-4: Protect important agricultural, commercial, and industrial uses in
Solano County from encroachment by land uses sensitive to noise...impacts.

Table HS-3 in the County General Plan (see Table 3.12-2) shows acceptable noise
levels for various land use categories and is used to determine project noise impacts.

Table 3.12-2. Land Use Noise Compatibility Guidelines

Community Noise Exposure (Lan or CNEL, dBA)
Land Use Category Acceptable Unacceptable
Normally! | Conditionally? | Normally® | Clearly*
Residential—Low-Density Single Family,
Duplex, Mobile Home <60 55-70 70-75 5%
Residential—Multifamily <65 60-70 70-75 75+
Transient Lodging—Motel, Hotel <65 60-70 70-80 80+
Scho_ols, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, <70 60—70 20-80 80+
Nursing Homes
Auditoriums, Concert Halls,
Amphitheaters B <70 65+ B
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports - <75 70+ -
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks <70 - 67.5-75 72.5+
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water
Recreation, Cemeteries <75 B 70-80 80+
Office Building, Business Commercial,
and Professional <70 67.5-77.5 5% B
IndL_JstrlaI, Manufacturing, Utilities, <75 20-80 754 3
Agriculture

Source: Solano County General Plan, Public Health and Safety Chapter, 2015b.

Acronyms: CNEL = community noise equivalent level; dBA = A-weighted decibel; Lan = day-night
average noise level.

Notes:

1 Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal
conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements.

2 New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise
reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.
Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning, will
normally suffice.

3 New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and
needed noise insulation features included in the design. Outdoor areas must be shielded.

4 New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. These standards are not
applicable for development within the airport compatibility review area. Development in the airport
compatibility review area is subject to standards in the applicable airport land use plan.
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The General Plan (Table HS-4 [see Table 3.12-3 below]) also establishes noise
standards for non-transportation noise standards.

Table 3.12-3. Noise Standards for New Uses Affected by Traffic/Railroad Noise

New Land Use Sensitive Area (Ld"‘dE_gA) Notes
Outdoor Interior?!

All Residential 65 45 2
Transient Lodging 65 45 23
Hospitals and Nursing Homes 65 45 23,4
Theaters and Auditoriums - 35 3
Churches, Meeting Halls, Schools, Libraries, etc. 65 40 3
Office Buildings 65 45 3
Commercial Buildings - 50 3
Playgrounds, Parks, etc. 70 -

Industry 65 50 3

Source: Solano County General Plan, Public Health and Safety Chapter, 2015.

Acronyms: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Lan = day-night average noise level.

Notes:

Interior-noise-level standards are applied within noise-sensitive areas of the various land uses, with
windows and doors in the closed positions.

21f these uses are affected by nighttime railroad passages, the potential for sleep disturbance shall be
addressed.

3Where there are no sensitive exterior spaces proposed for these uses, only the interior-noise-level
standard shall apply.

4The exterior-noise-level standards for hospitals, which are often noise-generating uses, are applicable
only at clearly identified areas designated for outdoor relaxation by either hospital staff or patients.

The General Plan provides several types of noise standards in tables. For clarity of
reference, this analysis uses the table numbers used in this section rather than the table
numbers from the General Plan. County Municipal Code, Chapter 28.70 also includes
regulations and standards to control unnecessary, excessive, and annoying noise and
vibration in the unincorporated County: pursuant to Chapter 28.70.10B, any use of land
or buildings must meet the applicable performance standards listed below:

e 1b: All uses of land and buildings shall be conducted in a manner, and provide
adequate controls and operational management to prevent...noise that exceeds
65dB Lan at any property line.

The County’s intent is to maintain quiet in areas that exhibit low noise levels, and to
implement programs to reduce noise in areas within the County where noise levels are
above acceptable limits. The code provides regulations that establish required ambient
noise levels and maximum allowable noise levels based on the land use.
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3.12.3 Impact Analysis

a) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

Less than Significant Impact. As described in Section 1, Project Description,
construction would include diesel-powered drill rigs, control units, mud-cleaner systems,
de-silters, generators, forklifts, backhoes, a pipe trailer, cranes, a bulldozer, de-watering
tanks and pumps, and a track excavator. Construction activities at the North and South
Work Areas would occur 7 days a week, typically from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Certain
activities such as hydrostatic testing and pipe tie-ins could exceed a 12-hour day;
installation of the 7,000-foot segment of replacement pipe may involve continuous
activity for an approximate 24-hour period. Table 3.12-4 summarizes typical noise levels
produced by the on-land and on-water construction equipment for the Project.

Table 3.12-4. Typical Construction Noise Emission Levels

Equipment Typical Noise Level (Lmax)/Leq Acoustical Use Factor
Dozer 85/81 40
Backhoe 80/76 50
E’:n 4 |Dump Truck 84/80 50
Crane 81/77 50
Tugboat® 91/87 40
Crane 81/77 50
Pile Driver® 101/97 50
oo |Workboat 75/55 50
Generator 82/79 50
Air Compressor 80/76 50

Source: Federal Highway Administration 2006.

Notes: Lmax = maximum instantaneous noise level during a specific period of time; Leq = Equivalent
Noise Level.

1 dBA, A-weighted decibel level, measured at 50 feet.

2 Calculated for tugboat using 1,000 hp reciprocating engine with muffler (Hoover and Keith 2000).

3 Actual measured average noise levels are similar for impact pile driving and vibratory pile driving.
Typical noise levels for vibratory (sonic) pile driving and for impact pile driving would be would be 96
dBA and 101 dBA, respectively. Worst case scenario was conservatively assumed in this analysis.

4 Based on data for pickup truck.

Lmax sound levels at 50 feet are shown along with the typical acoustic use factor. The
acoustic use factor is the percentage of time each piece of construction equipment is
assumed to be operating at full power (i.e., its loudest condition) during construction and
is used to estimate Leq values from Lmax values. For example, the Leq value for a piece of
equipment that operates at full power 50 percent of the time (acoustical use factor of 50)
is 3 dB less than the Lmax value.
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The closest residential receptors to the Project area are in the Contra Costa County
community of Bay Point to the south (outside the Solano County boundary) more than
18,000 feet and 25,000 feet (3.5 and 4.7 miles) from the Project’s South and North
Work Areas, respectively. The Contra Costa County Noise Ordinance allows for
construction noise to occur between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and between
9:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekends, which would not be considered a significant
noise impact. However, because work may occur outside of the 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.
window, the more conservative Land Use Noise Compatibility Guidelines presented in
Table 3.12-2 are used to determine if a Project-related noise impact is significant.

Noise from equipment operations on land and on the water is estimated based on the
three loudest pieces of equipment likely to operate at the same time. For equipment on
land, the total noise level for a dozer, backhoe, and dump truck is 87 dBA Leq at 50 feet.
This corresponds to a sound level of 33 dBA Leq at a distance of 25,000 feet, which is
the distance of the closest residences. This level of noise is below applicable daytime
noise thresholds for residences (Table 3.12-2). Installation of the pipe in the drilled hole
(called the “pullback”) would occur during the night. For this activity, the new pipe string
would be lifted by crane, which would be the noisiest equipment for the nighttime
construction activities. The noise level for a crane is 78 dBA Leq at 50 feet. This
corresponds to a sound level of 24 dBA Leq at a distance of 25,000 feet, which is the
distance to the closest residences. This level of noise is below applicable nighttime
thresholds for residences (Table 3.12-2). Therefore, this impact would be less than
significant.

For construction equipment on the water, noise from the tugboat, crane, and barge with
a vibratory pile driver has been summed to develop a reasonable worst-case noise level
for on-water construction activities. For this equipment, the total noise level is 97 dBA
Leq at 50 feet. This corresponds to a sound level of 51 dBA at a distance of 18,000 feet,
which is the distance to the closest residences. This level of noise is below any
applicable daytime thresholds for residences (Table 3.12-2). Therefore, this impact
would be less than significant.

With respect to construction-related traffic noise, during initial equipment mobilization
there would be approximately 30 truck trips over a 6-day period (five trucks per day,
approximately 1 truck every 2 hours assuming 12 hours of construction per day) via
public roads to Grizzly Island Road. The staging areas are on privately owned land,
accessible only through locked gates. The staging area locations would be accessible
using existing paved, graveled, and dirt roads. Construction would require a crew of
about 50 persons, distributed between the North and South Work Areas. HDD of the
borehole would require a crew of about 50 persons with about 23 working from the
North Work Area and 27 from the South Work Area. This would result in a total of 51
trips during the morning when construction workers arrive at the site and 51 trips during
the afternoon after construction is finished for the day.
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In a worst-case scenario, construction-related traffic would result in approximately 51
vehicle trips per hour to and from the Project areas, which assumes all construction-
related traffic occurs in the same hour and would all be going to the North Work Area
(when in fact only 23 vehicles would be going to the North Work Area). This level of
traffic volume would produce traffic noise levels of approximately 51 dB Leq at 50 feet
from the centerline of the roadways that would be used by Project-related construction
traffic. There are residences within 50 feet of Grizzly Island Road in the Project area.
However, traffic noise exposure at the closest noise-sensitive receivers (residences) to
the roadways used by the Project-related construction traffic is not anticipated to
increase beyond the applicable County land use compatibility threshold of 60 dB Ldn as
a result of the construction traffic. Therefore, the impact of construction vehicle
movements is considered less than significant.

With respect to interior noise impacts, typical residential construction (i.e., wood siding
or two-coat stucco, STC 30-31 windows, door weather-stripping and thresholds, exterior
wall insulation, composition plywood roof) would be expected to provide an exterior-to-
interior noise level reduction of no less than 25 dB with exterior doors and windows
closed (USEPA 1974). Therefore, construction noise levels of 70 dB Leq Or less at
residential building facades would not exceed the interior noise level standard of 45 dB
(70 dB - 25 dB = 45 dB). As noted above the construction noise levels from either the
North or South Work Areas would be well below 70 dB Leq at residential building
facades (Table 3.12-2). Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

b) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne
vibration or ground-borne noise levels?

Less than Significant Impact. The Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
(Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 2006) and Transportation- and Construction-
Induced Vibration Guidance Manual (Caltrans 2013) are two seminal works on the
analysis of ground-borne noise and vibration relating to transportation- and
construction-induced vibration. The Project is not subject to FTA or Caltrans regulations;
however, these documents serve as useful tools for evaluating vibration impacts. For
this reason, they are used to assess the vibration impacts of the Project. Caltrans
guidelines recommend that a standard of 0.2 inch per second PPV not be exceeded for
the protection of normal residential buildings (Caltrans 2013). With respect to human
response within residential uses (i.e., annoyance, sleep disruption), the FTA (2006)
recommends a maximum acceptable vibration standard of 80 vibration decibels (VdB).

No permanent increase in ground-borne vibration would result from the Project. Project
construction may result in varying degrees of temporary ground vibration, depending on
the specific equipment used and operations involved. Ground-borne vibration levels
caused by various types of equipment are summarized in Table 3.12-5.
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Table 3.12-5. Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Levels

Equipment PPV at 25 feet (in/sec) Approximate Ly at 25 feet
Haul Trucks 0.076 86
Large Bulldozer 0.089 87
Caisson Drilling 0.089 87
Jackhammer 0.035 79
Small Bulldozer 0.003 58
Pile Driver (Impact; upper range)* 1.518 112
Pile Driver (Impact; typical)? 0.644 104

Source: Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 2006.

Acronyms: in/sec = inches per second; Lv = velocity level in decibels (VdB) referenced to 1 microinch
per second and based on the root mean square velocity amplitude; PPV = peak particle velocity.
Note: * Vibration levels for vibratory pile driving would be 93 VdB (typical) to 105 VdB (upper range).

Worst case scenario was conservatively assumed in this analysis.

Project construction-related vibration would result from the use of heavy equipment for
area clearing, grading, earthmoving, and pile driving. These activities would produce a
maximum vibration level of approximately 112 VdB (1.518 inch per second PPV) at a
distance of 25 feet (which is the reference vibration level for the operation of an impact
pile driver [upper range] [FTA 2006; Caltrans 2013]). The distance between proposed
construction activities and the closest acoustically vibration-sensitive use would be
approximately 1,500 feet (the distance to S-01 to the east of the Project site, Figure
3.12-1). Assuming a standard reduction of 9 VdB per doubling of distance (FTA 2006),
the Project-related construction vibration level at this receiver would be approximately
0.003 inch per second PPV or 59 VdB. This is below the recommended threshold of
significance of 80 VdB noted above (Table 3.12-1). Therefore, this impact would be less
than significant.

c¢) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
Project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

No Impact. The Project involves short-term construction activities and would not
introduce any permanent sources of noise or alter the local environment, such as by
increasing the noise production/exposure associated with existing, permanent sources
of noise in the Project area. Therefore, there would be no impact.

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the existing noise environment in
the Project area is dominated by local and distant traffic and natural sources (e.g., wind,
birds). The measured ambient noise level in the Project area was 50 dBA Leq Or less.
Given the existing rural and agricultural land uses in the area, ambient noise levels at
the existing rural residential properties in the vicinity of the Project area are expected to
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be approximately 50 dBA Leq, 45 dBA Leq, and 40 dBA Leq, respectively, during the
daytime (7 a.m. to 7 p.m.), evening (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.), and nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.)
hours. However, no noise-sensitive uses are near the Project area. The nearest
residences are in the community of Bay Point along the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR),
approximately 18,000 feet from the South Work Area and 25,000 feet from the North
Work Area. The ambient noise levels at this residential area along the UPRR and to the
north of State Route (SR) 4 are expected to be above 50 dBA Leq, 45 dBA Leg, and 40
dBA Leq, respectively, during the daytime (7 a.m. to 7 p.m.), evening (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.),
and nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) hours. Given the existing urban and industrial land
uses in the area, and as a conservative assumption, the ambient noise levels at the
closest residential properties in the vicinity of the Project area are expected to be
approximately 55 dBA Leq, 50 dBA Leq, and 45 dBA Leq, during the daytime (7 a.m. to 7
p.m.), evening (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.), and nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) hours, respectively.

As stated above, Project-related construction noise levels at 18,000 feet (the distance to
the closest residences from the South Work Area), would be up to 51 dBA Leg.
Installation of the pipe in the drilled hole (called the “pullback”) would occur during the
night. For this activity, the new pipe string would be lifted by crane, which would be the
noisiest equipment for the nighttime construction activities. The noise level for a crane is
78 dBA Leq at 50 feet. This corresponds to a sound level of 24 dBA Leq at a distance of
25,000 feet, which is the distance to the closest residences from the North Work Area
where this activity would take place. These levels of noise are well below the
conservatively assumed ambient noise levels of 55 dBA Leq, 50 dBA Leq, and 45 dBA
Leq, during the daytime (7 a.m. to 7 p.m.), evening (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.), and nighttime (10
p.m. to 7 a.m.) hours, respectively. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

e) and f) No Impact. The Project site is not located within 2 miles or in the vicinity of a
public airport or private airstrip. Also, the Project would not involve any aircraft uses for
construction or operations, affect any airport or airstrip operations, or expose people on
or off site to excessive aircraft noise levels. Therefore, there would be no impact.

3.12.4 Mitigation Summary

The Project would not result in significant impacts to Noise; therefore, no mitigation is
required.
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3.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than

POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the | Fotentially g0 igeant | Less Than |,
L Significant ; Significant
Project: Impact with Impact Impact
P Mitigation b
a) Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or ] ] ]

indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of U O U
replacement housing elsewhere?

c¢) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement ] ] ]

housing elsewhere?

3.13.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County and
would extend into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from shore (Figure 1-1). Solano
County’s population grew from 394,542 to 413,344 people from 2000 to 2010. In 2010,
the average household in the County had 3.33 persons per household. There were
141,758 households and 152,698 total housing units in the County, with an overall
housing vacancy rate of 7.2 percent (Bay Area Census 2016). The nearest housing to
the Project area is located in the community of Bay Point, located approximately 3.5
miles south of the South Work Area, and Honker Bay in Contra Costa County. The
Solano County cities of Benicia, Suisun City, Fairfield, and Rio Vista generally surround
the Project area, the closest of which (Benicia) lies approximately 10.5 miles west of the
Project area.

3.13.2 Regulatory Setting

No federal or state laws relevant to this issue area are applicable to the Project. At the
local level, the Solano County General Plan Housing Element (Solano County 2015b)
addresses housing needs in the unincorporated areas of the County surrounding the
Project site; however, because the Project is a short-term pipeline replacement project,
there are no relevant goals, objectives, or policies applicable to Project activities.

3.13.3 Impact Analysis

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example,
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
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No Impact. The Project would not induce substantial population growth in the area,
either directly or indirectly. The Project is short-term and would not provide new housing
or long-term employment. Short-term construction employment opportunities would be
created, many of which would be for persons with specialized skills (e.g., marine vessel,
equipment operators) that are expected to come from the Project region. Therefore,
there would be no impact.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The Project would not displace existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere as the Project would take place within
Suisun Marsh and Honker Bay. Therefore, there would be no impact.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The Project would not displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. As previously
discussed, the Project is a short-term pipeline replacement project that would take place
within Suisun Marsh and Honker Bay. Therefore, there would be no impact.

3.13.4 Mitigation Summary

The Project would have no impacts to Population and Housing; therefore, no mitigation
is required.

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 3-104 October 2016
Project MND



B~ W

(o]

O 00 N

10
11
12
13

Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Public Services

3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES

. Less Than
Pptepplally Significant L?SS. Than No
PUBLIC SERVICES Significant ; Significant
Impact . \.N'th. Impact Impact
Mitigation
a) Would the Project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the
public services:
Fire protection? O ] ]
Police Protection? O ] [
Schools? ] ] O
Parks? O ] [
Other public facilities? ] ] O

3.14.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County and
extends into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from the shore (Figure 1-1). Onshore
and offshore service providers are listed below in Table 3.14-1.

Table 3.14-1. Summary of Public Service Providers

Service Provider(s)

Suisun Fire Protection District (FPD), Montezuma FPD,
and Cordelia FPD

Fire Protection

Police Protection Solano County Sheriff's Department

Schools Fairfield-Suisun Unified School District

Parks Solano County Parks

Other: Maritime Law Enforcement Solano County Sheriff's Marine Patrol Program

3.14.1.1 Fire Protection

The California State Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) provides
fire protection to several unincorporated communities in Solano County. The Project
area is primarily within the jurisdiction of Suisun Fire Protection District (FPD). The
eastern and western portions of Suisun Marsh are serviced by the Montezuma FPD and
Cordelia FPD, respectively. The Suisun FPD has two fire stations located in Suisun
Valley and Fairfield. Montezuma FPD has four stations, one in Rio Vista and three in the
County. Cordelia FPD has two stations, one in Suisun Valley and one in Old Town
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Cordelia. In the event of a fire emergency, the Suisun, Montezuma, and Cordelia fire
departments would coordinate with one another to determine the location of the fire and
the appropriate FPD to respond, based on jurisdiction.

3.14.1.2 Police Protection

The Solano County Sheriff's Department is responsible for law enforcement in
unincorporated areas of Solano County and on Delta waterways, including Suisun
Marsh. Emergency response uses vehicles or boats, depending on the location’s
accessibility, predicted response time, and availability of resources. The main Sheriff’s
office is located in Fairfield. Police protection services are also provided by California
Highway Patrol (CHP) from their Solano Office in Fairfield. The Solano CHP has
jurisdiction from the west end of the City of Davis to the Benicia Bridge and Carquinez
Bridge. Per the Penal Code, the County Sheriff's Department is responsible for criminal
offenses in unincorporated Solano County (e.g., robberies, rapes, and murders), while
the Solano CHP is responsible for traffic-related offenses (e.g., traffic accidents).

3.14.1.3 Schools

The Fairfield-Suisun Unified School District provides elementary, middle, and high
school education in the vicinity of the Project area. The district consists of 30 schools,
including 17 elementary schools, four middle schools, three high schools, and several
alternative schools. There are no schools adjacent to the Project area. The closest
school to the Project area within the Fairfield-Suisun Unified School District is the
Crescent Elementary School, located 11 miles north of the Project’s North Work Area
(Fairfield-Suisun Unified School District 2016).

3.14.1.4 Parks
Impacts to parks are discussed in Section 3.15, Recreation.
3.14.1.5 Maritime Law Enforcement

The Solano County Sheriff's Marine Patrol Program provides public safety resources to
recreational boaters and commercial vessels operating on the navigable waterways in
the County. The Marine Patrol Program is staffed with four full-time deputies. The
program is operational 10 hours each day, 7 days each week, year-round, and provides
professional public safety services to the community.

3.14.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to public services and relevant to the
Project are identified in Appendix A. At the local level, the Solano County General
Plan’s Public Facilities and Services and Public Health and Safety Elements provide
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goals, policies, and actions with regard to public services (Solano County 2008c). Such
goals include providing adequate public services and facilities to accommodate the level
of development planned by the County, providing effective and responsive fire and
police protection, and minimizing the potential loss of life and property resulting from
natural or human-caused hazards.

3.14.3 Impact Analysis

a) Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for
any of the public services?

e Fire protection?

e Police Protection?

e Schools?

e Parks?

e Other public facilities?

No Impact. The Project is a short-term pipeline replacement project that does not involve
the construction of any residences, buildings, or infrastructure. The Project is short-term
and would not require any additional services outside of those mentioned above and
currently available. Therefore, there would be no impacts.

3.14.4 Mitigation Summary

The Project would have no impacts to Public Services; therefore, no mitigation is
required.
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3.15 RECREATION

Potentially ;?S:i fiTChair: Less Than No
RECREATION Significant | >'9" Significant
with Impact
Impact o Impact
Mitigation

a) Would the Project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantial U U O
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

b) Does the Project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might L L U
have an adverse physical effect on the

environment?

3.15.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County and
extends into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from the shore (Figure 1-1). The
northern portion of the Project area (those portions north of Roaring River, including the
North Work Area) is within the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area. This CDFW-managed area
contains approximately 12,900 acres of prime marshland habitat and is used for nature
viewing, hiking, photography, dog training, fishing, and hunting (CDFW 2016b). Grizzly
Island Wildlife Area has very active, robust hunting seasons, during which access to the
Grizzly Island Wildlife Area is heavily restricted by CDFW. Elk hunting season begins in
late July and continues through late September, and waterfowl hunting season begins in
October and continues through the end of February.

3.15.2 Regulatory Setting

No federal or state laws relevant to this issue area are applicable to the Project. At the
local level, the Solano County General Plan’s Park and Recreation Element addresses
goals, policies, and objectives relating to park and recreation facilities, the following of
which are of relevance to the Project (Solano County 2008d):

e 3C: The County shall work to protect identified recreational sites and natural
resource areas.

e 5A: The County shall make the optimum use of public lands by developing or
promoting development of facilities that are compatible with the primary
resources of the site.

e 5B: The County shall support passive and active recreational uses that are
compatible with the primary resources of the land.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Recreation

The Resources Element also contains goals and policies relating to recreation, the
following of which is of relevance to the Project (Solano County 2008b):

e RS.P-48: Maintain and expand public access and recreational activities within the
Suisun Marsh consistent with applicable marsh policies and the protection of
wildlife resources.

3.15.3 Impact Analysis

a) Would the Project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

No Impact. As a result of construction activities in the area, it is possible that
construction workers may utilize nearby park and recreation facilities in the short term;
however, due to the limited number of workers and the short-term nature of the Project,
the Project would not increase the use of existing parks or recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

It is noted that CDFW heavily restricts access to the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area during
the hunting seasons. Because of these access restrictions the only periods available
with open and safe access to the North Work Area are during the spring and early
summer months. Project construction is anticipated to begin in May 2017 and finish in
July 2017, and would avoid impacts on recreational uses of the area.

b) Does the Project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

No Impact. The Project does not include recreational facilities or require construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment; therefore, there would be no impact.

3.15.4 Mitigation Summary

The Project would have no impacts to Recreation; therefore, no mitigation is required.
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3.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC — Would the
Project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance,
or policy establishing measures of effectiveness
for the performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of transportation
including mass transit and non-motorized travel
and relevant components of the circulation
system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by
the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial
safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?

3.16.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County and
extends into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from the shore (Figure 1-1). The
Project area has very limited road access, and the only road access from the north is
the two-lane Grizzly Island Road. From Grizzly Island Road, access to the North Work
Area is via private dirt and gravel levee roads. The alternative transport route to the
Project area is the Sacramento River and Honker Bay. Both road and water transport

would be used for the Project.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Recreation

3.16.1.1 North Work Area

All equipment and work crews transported to the North Work Area would use public
highways and local roads; highways that workers may use to access the Project area
include 1-80 and SR 12 through Fairfield and Suisun City. The Annual Average Daily
Traffic (AADT) volume on SR 12 between the junction with 1-80 and Grizzly Island Road
is between 32,500 and 38,000 vehicles (Caltrans 2016). In the Project area, equipment
would be transported along Grizzly Island Road (from SR 12) and levee roads to the
North Work Area (see Figure 1-2 for access routes). Workers assigned to the North
Work Area would drive to the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area via Grizzly Island Road, park
at a designated work crew parking area at the hunting control station (see Figure 1-1),
then travel by multi-passenger vans to the North Work Area.

3.16.1.2 South Work Area

Construction materials and equipment for use at the South Work Area would be staged
and loaded for transport at the Dutra commercial fabrication yard in Rio Vista on the
Sacramento River, northeast of the Project area (see Figure 1-1). Materials would then
be transported from the Dutra docks by barge down the Sacramento River into Honker
Bay and directly to the South Work Area platform. The work crew at the South Work
Area would leave from the McAvoy Marina in Bay Point immediately south of the Project
area and be transported by boat to the work platform and barges. Access to the McAvoy
Marina would be from SR 4, Willow Pass Road, and Port Chicago Highway. The AADT
volume on SR 4 between Port Chicago Highway and Railroad Avenue ranges between
115,000 and 153,000 vehicles (Caltrans 2016).

3.16.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to transportation and traffic and
relevant to the Project are identified in Appendix A. Various entities address this issue
area at the local level, as discussed below.

3.16.2.1 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)

The MTC adopted the current regional transportation plan, Plan Bay Area, which charts
a course for transportation investment and land-use priorities for the next 25 years.
Adopted in 2013, Plan Bay Area is the first regional plan to incorporate a State-
mandated Sustainable Communities Strategy (ABAG and MTC 2013).

3.16.2.2 Solano Transportation Authority (STA)

The 2005 Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) 2030 for Solano County (STA
2005) envisions, directs, and prioritizes the County’s transportation needs, with a goal to
develop a balanced transportation system that reduces congestion and improves
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Recreation

access and travel choices through the enhancement of roads. The CTP incorporates
various STA studies and plans into a 25-year planning document that describes existing
and future needs for the major arterials, highways, and freeways in the County.

3.16.2.3 County of Solano

The Transportation and Circulation chapter of the Solano County General Plan
addresses circulation concerns (Solano County 2008e). The following goal is of
relevance to the Project:

e Goal TC.G-4: Encourage the use of alternative forms of transportation such as
transit, walking, and bicycling to alleviate congestion and promote recreation.

3.16.3 Impact Analysis

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized
travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass transit?

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with any transportation plans nor would it
change traffic patterns or roadway design; therefore, there would be no impact.

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but
not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Less than Significant Impact. Regional access to the North Work Area would be via
SR 12. During initial equipment mobilization, approximately 30 truck trips would occur
on SR 12 and Grizzly Island Road over a 6-day period (five trucks per day). During
construction, there would be approximately 23 workers per day at the North Work Area,
generating up to 23 round trips per day via SR 12 and a portion of Grizzly Island Road
(up to the Hunting Control Station, where workers would park and van pooling would
start). Vans would then enter a locked gate near the Montezuma Slough Salinity Control
Structure (see Figure 1-2). Past this gate, all access points to the North Work Area and
staging areas are on privately-owned land accessible only through locked gates.
Because the North Work Area is not accessible by the public, traffic control is not
anticipated. Regional access to the South Work Area would be via SR 4, Willow Pass
Road, and Port Chicago Highway. Approximately 27 workers per day would work at the
South Work Area, generating up to 27 round trips per day to McAvoy Marina.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Recreation

The Project would create a minimal increase in vehicles on the roads, which would be
temporary (approximately 3 months) and extremely small (approximately .07 percent for
roads serving the North Work Area and .02 percent for roads serving the South Work
Area) in comparison to the average daily traffic volume. The amount of traffic potentially
conflicting with an applicable congestion management program for designated roads or
highways would be less than significant.

c¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No Impact. The Project is an underground pipeline replacement project located in a
remote location of Solano County and would have no effect on air traffic; therefore,
there would be no impact.

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is an underground pipeline replacement
project located in a remote part of Solano County. Although the surface of
approximately 3,000 linear feet of non-public levee roads would be improved, no new
roads would be constructed. Additionally, Grizzly Island Road, which is accessible to
recreational users, would be used to transport equipment to and from the North Work
Area. Speeds on the road are low, particularly on unpaved portions, and while
recreational users may experience some delays during equipment transport, the
transport of the equipment is not expected to create a significant hazard. Therefore, the
impact would be less than significant.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

No Impact. As discussed above, the Project would generate minimal additional traffic
and would not require any road closures, including closures that would result in
inadequate emergency access; therefore, there would be no impact.

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

No Impact. The Project location is in a remote area mostly on private lands where
public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities do not exist and are not planned;
therefore, there would be no impact.

3.16.4 Mitigation Summary

The Project would not result in significant impacts to Transportation/Traffic; therefore,
no mitigation is required.
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3.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would | 2otentially | g iieane | Less Than |,
o Significant : Significant
the Project: with Impact
Impact o Impact
Mitigation

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements
of the applicable Regional Water Quality ] ] Ul
Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or

expansion of existing facilities, the construction U U O
of which could cause significant environmental

effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new

stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of = = =

existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the Project from existing entitlements and ] .
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

e) Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which serves or
may serve the Project that it has adequate . . O
capacity to serve the Project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient

permitted capacity to accommodate the [ [ O
Project’s solid waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes . . n

and regulations related to solid waste?

3.17.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within Suisun Marsh, north of Honker Bay, in Solano County and
extends into Honker Bay approximately 7,000 feet from the shore (Figure 1-1). The
Project is a short-term pipeline replacement project that would not result in the
construction of new utility or service systems, nor create a new demand for permanent
utilities or service systems. The Project area would be returned to pre-Project conditions
following construction. With respect to utilities and service systems, the primary needs
of the Project include the ability to recycle or dispose of hazardous and non-hazardous
waste and wastewater.

Project actions including HDD and hydrostatic testing would have the potential to
generate non-hazardous wastewater, as well as hazardous and non-hazardous solid
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Utilities and Service Systems

waste. Potential hazardous waste associated with Project components are discussed in
Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Solano County contracts solid waste management services with various contractors
serving unincorporated communities. The closest landfill to the Project site is the
Potrero Hills Landfill located in Suisun City, which is estimated to reach capacity in
December 2045 (California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
[CalRecycle] 2016a). Another landfill close to the Project area is Keller Canyon Landfill
in Pittsburg, which has projected capacity until 2050 (CalRecycle 2016b). In addition,
Altamont Landfill in Livermore has capacity through 2045 (Waste Management 2016).

Disposal of wastewater used for the hydrostatic testing portion of the Project may
require transit to a local wastewater treatment facility. The closest wastewater treatment
facility is the Rio Vista Northwest Wastewater Treatment Facility in Rio Vista. Drilling
mud waste would also require disposal. The closest drilling mud waste disposal facility
is the Aqua Clear Farms Facility located in Solano County. The estimated remaining
disposal capacity at Aqua Clear Farms is approximately 312,000 cubic yards; the facility
has applied to expand its disposal capacity to twice that amount (Tingey 2016).

3.17.2 Regulatory Setting

No federal, state, or local laws relevant to this issue area are applicable to the Project.

3.17.3 Impact Analysis

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?

Less than Significant Impact. The only wastewater generated by the Project that
would potentially require treatment would be approximately 15,000 gallons of
hydrostatic testing water. Hydrostatic testing could introduce conventional construction
contaminants into the water such as oil and greases. Once the hydrostatic testing is
complete, the water would be transferred to water storage tanks and tested. If a permit
cannot be obtained to discharge the hydrostatic test water to surrounding waters (in
accordance with the Statewide General Construction Permit for Stormwater Discharges
Associated with Construction Activity) or to land (in accordance with the SWRCB'’s
NPDES Construction General Permit for below-threat water quality discharges to land),
the water would be hauled off site for disposal at a permitted commercial disposal
facility, such as a wastewater treatment plant. Residual construction contaminants such
as oil and greases would be removed at the wastewater treatment plant through
conventional secondary treatment processes. No new contaminants would be
introduced into the bay nor would the Project exceed any RWQCB wastewater
treatment requirements. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.
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b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

No Impact. The only wastewater generated by the Project that would potentially require
treatment would be the hydrostatic testing water (approximately 15,000 gallons). If the
wastewater is sent to a wastewater treatment facility, the closest facility is the Rio Vista
Northwest Wastewater Treatment Facility. This facility has a design daily average flow
capacity of 1 million gallons per day (SFBRWQCB 2010). The minor amount of
wastewater generated by the Project would not exceed the capacity of this treatment
facility. No new wastewater treatment facilities are proposed or expected based on the
volume of wastewater to be generated by this Project. Therefore, there would be no
impact.

¢) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

No Impact. The Project area does not drain into any municipal stormwater drainage
system, would not create or contribute stormwater exceeding the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems, and would not provide substantial additional
sources of stormwater to such systems. No new stormwater facilities are proposed or
expected to be required for this Project. Therefore, there would be no impact.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Less than Significant Impact. Water for the Project would be obtained from the City of
Fairfield for Project construction needs. The Project would use approximately 21,000
gallons of water per day, or approximately 800,000 gallons total. No new or expanded
water entitlements would be needed. Therefore, there would be no impact.

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves
or may serve the Project that it has adequate capacity to serve the Project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Less than Significant Impact. The only wastewater generated by the Project that
could require treatment would be hydrostatic testing water (approximately 15,000
gallons). If the wastewater is sent to a wastewater treatment facility the closest facility is
the Rio Vista Northwest Wastewater Treatment Facility. This facility has a design daily
average flow capacity of 1 million gallons per day. The minor amount of wastewater
generated by the Project would not exceed the capacity of this treatment facility.
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
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f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
Project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Less than Significant Impact. Much of the construction materials used for the Project
(e.g., piles, rock, interlocking mats) would be recycled/reused by the contractor. Project-
generated solid waste that would require disposal could be disposed of at the Potrero
Hills Landfill or the Keller Canyon Landfill, both of which have sufficient capacity to
accept the Project’'s small volume of solid waste. Additionally, the Project would
generate approximately 31 cubic yards of drilling mud requiring disposal. The Aqua
Clear Farms Facility has ample disposal capacity to meet the Project’s drilling mud
disposal needs. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

No Impact. All solid waste generated by the Project would be disposed of in
accordance with all federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste. Therefore, there would be no impact.

3.17.4 Mitigation Summary

The Project would not result in significant impacts to Utilities and Service Systems;
therefore, no mitigation is required.
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3.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment and thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the project where there is
substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, that any of the following conditions
may occur.

Where prior to commencement of the environmental analysis a project proponent agrees
to MMs or project modifications that would avoid any significant effect on the
environment or would mitigate the significant environmental effect, a lead agency
need not prepare an EIR solely because without mitigation the environmental effects
would have been significant (per State CEQA Guidelines, § 15065).

. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant Less Than No
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE | Significant gwith Significant Imbact
Impact Mitigation Impact P

a) Does the Project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal O O O
community, substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b) Does the Project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project
are significant when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of past,
present and probable future projects)?

c¢) Does the Project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on [ [ UJ

human beings, either directly or indirectly?

a) Does the Project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples
of the major periods of California history or prehistory?
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Less than Significant with Mitigation. As described in Section 3.4, Biological
Resources, the Project would not significantly adversely affect fish or wildlife habitat,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of an
endangered, rare, or threatened species. With the implementation of MM BIO-1 through
MM BIO-9 and construction BMPs, the minor, brief, and localized impacts to special-
status species and their habitats would be less than significant.

The Project’s potential effects on historic and archaeological resources are described in
Section 3.5, Cultural Resources; no resources are known to be present within the
Project footprint. This finding was based upon a cultural resources records review of the
Project area. The only ground disturbance during Project activities would occur in the
North Work Area and upper layers of bay sediment near the South Work Area.
Implementation of MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-3 would reduce the potential for
Project-related impacts to cultural and paleontological resources to less than significant.

b) Does the Project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental
effects of a project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of past,
present and probable future projects)?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Past, current, and reasonably foreseeable
projects within the vicinity of the proposed Project are:

e A CPL Pipeline Integrity Management Repair on the BAPL in Mallard Farms,
which would occur over a 45-day period in 2016 and be completed prior to
Project initiation; and

e The Honker Bay Conservation Bank Fish Habitat Restoration Project, which
seeks to preserve, enhance, and restore habitat beneficial to Bay-Delta native
fish species (including Chinook salmon, steelhead, longfin smelt, delta smelt, and
southern green sturgeon) in southern Suisun Marsh in order to provide
compensatory mitigation for approved projects affecting special-status fish
species within the region.

As provided in this MND, the Project has the potential to significantly impact the following
environmental disciplines: Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water
Quality, and Land Use and Planning. However, measures have been identified that
would reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant. For any impacts to act
cumulatively on any past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, these projects
would have to have individual impacts in the same resource areas, some at the same
time, or occur within an overlapping area as the proposed Project. Because the potential
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Mandatory Findings of Significance

impacts of the proposed Project could be exacerbated by other projects, the potential
for cumulative impacts are described below.

Aesthetics. The cumulative impacts study area for aesthetics includes the Project area
and nearby vicinity. Although the proposed Project would be located within the same
publicly accessible viewshed as the 2016 BAPL repair project and Honker Bay
Conservation Bank Fish Habitat Restoration Project, the projects would be temporary
and would not overlap in time with the proposed Project. Therefore, the contribution of
the proposed Project to potential cumulative aesthetic impacts in the study area would
be less than significant.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources. The cumulative impacts study area for agriculture
and forest resources includes the Project area and nearby vicinity. The Project area
does not contain any agriculture or forested lands and would not convert any lands from
their existing land uses. Because the proposed Project would not impact agricultural
and forestry resources in the Project area, the proposed Project would not contribute to
a potential cumulative agricultural and forestry services impact in the study area.

Air_Quality. The cumulative impacts study area for air quality includes the SFBAAB,
which is identical to the boundaries of the BAAQMD. As described in Section 3.3, Air
Quality, the proposed Project’s emissions would not exceed the BAAQMD CEQA
significance thresholds. Therefore, pursuant to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, the
Project would not be cumulatively considerable, and would result in a less than
significant cumulative impact.

Biological Resources. The cumulative impacts study area for biological resources
includes the Project area and nearby vicinity, which include similar biological resources.
Because the proposed Project overlaps geographically with the projects described
above, there could be significant cumulative impacts to biological resources, including
special-status species, migratory birds, and wetlands. However, the implementation of
MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-9 and MM HWQ-1 would reduce the Project’s impacts to
biological resources to less than significant and would further mitigate the Project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts on these resources. The Honker Bay Conservation
Bank Fish Habitat Restoration Project contains MMs to reduce project impacts to
biological resources to less than significant, and it's reasonable to assume that the 2016
BAPL repair project will contain similar measures. As a result, a significant cumulative
impact to biological resources is unlikely to occur. Therefore, with the implementation of
the above mentioned MMs, the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts to
biological resources would be less than significant.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources. The cumulative impacts study area for cultural
and paleontological resources includes the Project area and nearby vicinity, which may
contain cultural and paleontological resources. Because the proposed Project overlaps
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Mandatory Findings of Significance

geographically with the projects described above, there could be significant cumulative
impacts to cultural and paleontological resources. However, the implementation of MM
CUL-1 through MM CUL-3 would reduce the Project’s impacts to cultural and
paleontological resources to less than significant and further mitigate the Project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts on these resources. Therefore, the Project’s
contribution to potential cumulative impacts to cultural and paleontological resources
would be less than significant.

Geology and Soils. The cumulative impacts study area for geology and soils is limited to
the Project area as the potential for hazards related to seismically induced ground
failure, erosion or loss of topsoil, soil subsidence, collapsible soils, and expansive soils
are based on local site-specific and geologic conditions. Because the 2016 BAPL repair
project would occur within the limits of the proposed Project area, there could be
significant cumulative impacts associated with geology and soils. However, neither
project would result in an impact associated with exposing people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
rupture of a known earthquake fault or landslides, nor are they located in an area of
expansive soils. All other Project-related geology impacts would be less than significant.
As both projects would comply with all applicable laws and regulations that would
reduce project-level impacts to less than significant, the proposed Project’s contribution
to potential cumulative impacts associated with geology and soils would be less than
significant.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The cumulative impacts study area for GHG emissions
includes the SFBAAB, which is identical to the boundaries of the BAAQMD. Because
temporary construction emissions would not exceed the threshold of significance, GHGs
from construction activities, emitted either directly or indirectly by the Project, would not
have a significant impact on the environment and would not substantially contribute to
global GHG emissions. Therefore, the potential cumulative GHG impacts in the study
area are considered less than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The cumulative impacts study area for hazards and
hazardous materials is primarily restricted to the Project area and immediate vicinity.
The Project would involve the routine transport, storage, use, and disposal of hazardous
materials such as construction equipment fuels and lubricants, hydraulic fluid, and
solvents used during temporary construction activities. The storage and handling of
these materials during this Project would be managed in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations. Additionally, the implementation of MM HAZ-1 through MM HAZ-4
would reduce the Project’s impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials to
less than significant and further mitigate the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts
on these resources. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts
associated with hazards and hazardous materials would be less than significant.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Mandatory Findings of Significance

Hydrology and Water Quality. The cumulative impacts study area includes the Project
area and immediate vicinity. The proposed Project requires temporary in-water work
with heavy equipment that has the potential to create excess turbidity or release
chemicals into the bay. Additionally, the inadvertent return of drill mud during HDD could
impact water quality. However, the implementation of MM HWQ-1 through MM HWQ-3
would reduce the Project’s impacts to hydrology and water quality to less than
significant. The proposed Project, along with other projects occurring in the area, would
also be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local water quality
regulations. However, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative hydrology and
water quality impacts would not be cumulatively considerable for a number of reasons.
With the implementation of MM HWQ-1 through MM HWQ-3, the proposed Project
would not: violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;
substantially alter existing drainage patterns; and contribute runoff that would exceed
drainage capacities. Further, Project construction would be of short duration, and
comply with construction water quality BMPs required under the Construction General
Permit. As a result, neither the proposed Project nor the projects described above would
contribute to a cumulative hydrology or water quality impact. For these reasons, the
Project’s contribution to any cumulative impact on hydrology and water quality would not
be cumulatively considerable.

Land Use and Planning. The cumulative impacts study area for land use and planning
includes the Project area and immediate vicinity, which generally includes undeveloped
marsh lands and the waters of Honker Bay. The proposed Project includes the
replacement of the existing aged pipeline with a new pipe segment via HDD that would
decrease the likelihood of future leaks and eliminate the need for several separate
repairs using open trenching in the marsh, which would result in greater impacts to the
marsh. However, with the implementation of MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-8 and
compliance with any conditions required by other agencies with jurisdiction over the
proposed Project, potential impacts to land use and planning would be reduced to less
than significant However, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative land use
and planning impacts would not be cumulatively considerable as the proposed Project is
consistent with applicable land use designations and policies. Further, the Applicant
would have to obtain additional required permits/approvals, as listed in Section 1.7,
Approvals and Regulatory Requirements, prior to the start of construction. As a result,
neither the proposed Project nor the projects described above would contribute to a
cumulative land use and planning impact associated with a change in the character of
the existing project vicinity nor would they change existing uses in the area. For these
reasons, the Project’s contribution to any cumulative impact on land use and planning
would not be cumulatively considerable.

Mineral Resources. The cumulative impacts study area for mineral resources includes
the Project area and immediate vicinity. The Project area consists of undeveloped
marshes, and no known mineral resources are located within or near the Project area.
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Mandatory Findings of Significance

Because the Project would not impact mineral resources within the study area, the
Project would not contribute to a potential cumulative mineral resources impact in the
study area.

Noise. The cumulative impacts study area for noise includes the Project area, its
immediate vicinity, and areas next to proposed haul routes. Although the proposed
Project overlaps geographically with the 2016 BAPL repair project and the Honker Bay
Conservation Bank Fish Habitat Restoration Project, these projects would be temporary
and would not overlap in time with the proposed Project. Therefore, the contribution of
the proposed Project to potential cumulative noise impacts in the study area would be
less than significant.

Population and Housing. The cumulative impacts study area for population and housing
includes the Project area and nearby vicinity. The proposed Project is short-term and
would not induce population growth nor displace housing or people. Additionally, the
short-term employment opportunities created by the proposed Project would be for
persons with specialized skills that are expected to come from the Project region.
Because the Project would not impact population and housing within the study area, the
Project would not contribute to a potential cumulative population and housing impact in
the study area.

Public Services. The cumulative impacts study area for population and housing includes
the Project area and nearby vicinity. The proposed Project would maintain the existing
site use and character and would not induce population growth or activity such that
additional public services would be needed. Because the proposed Project would not
impact public services within the study area, the proposed Project would not contribute
to a potential cumulative public services impact in the study area.

Recreation. The cumulative impacts study area for recreation includes the Project area
and nearby vicinity. The Project would not increase the use of existing parks and
recreational facilities and does not include or require recreational facilities. Because the
proposed Project would not impact recreational facilities within the study area, the
proposed Project would not contribute to a potential cumulative recreation impact in the
study area.

Transportation/Traffic. The cumulative impacts study area for transportation and traffic
includes the local and regional roadways that would be used for construction-related
vehicles to access the Project area. These roadways include SR 12 through Fairfield
and Suisun City and Grizzly Island Road. Although the proposed Project overlaps
geographically with the 2016 BAPL repair project and the Honker Bay Conservation
Bank Fish Habitat Restoration Project, these projects would be temporary and would
not overlap in time with the proposed Project. Therefore, the contribution of the
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Environmental Checklist and Analysis — Mandatory Findings of Significance

proposed Project to potential cumulative transportation and traffic impacts in the study
area would be less than significant.

Utilities and Service Systems. The cumulative impacts study area for utilities and
service systems includes the Project area, nearby vicinity, and the service areas of
regional service/utility providers. The proposed Project and the projects described
above would not result in any new utilities demands and would not need utilities or
service systems except for a small amount of construction solid waste disposal and a
minor amount of wastewater. The landfills and wastewater treatment provider in the
vicinity have ample capacity to meet the proposed Project needs as well as the need of
the 2016 BAPL repair project and the Honker Bay Conservation Bank Fish Habitat
Restoration Project. Therefore, the contribution of the proposed Project to potential
cumulative utilities and service systems impacts in the study area would be less than
significant.

c) Does the Project have environmental effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The Project’s potential to impact human beings
is addressed in various sections of this document, including those that affect resources
used or enjoyed by the public, residents, and others in the Project area (such as
aesthetics, public services, and recreation); those that are protective of public safety
and well-being (such as air quality, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hydrology and
water quality, and noise); and those that address community character and essential
infrastructure (such as land use and planning, population and housing, transportation,
and utilities). None of these analyses identified a potential adverse effect on human
beings that could not be avoided or minimized through the MMs described or
compliance with standard regulatory requirements. As such, with mitigation in place,
project impacts to human beings would be less than significant.
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4.0 OTHER MAJOR AREAS OF CONCERN

4.1 CSLC ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POLICY

Environmental justice is defined by California law as “the fair treatment of people of all
races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption,
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies”
(Senate Bill 115 [Stats. 1999, ch. 690]). This definition is consistent with the Public Trust
Doctrine principle that the management of trust lands is for the benefit of all of the
people. The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) adopted an environmental
justice policy in October 2002 to ensure that environmental justice is an essential
consideration in the agency’s processes, decisions, and programs. Through its policy,
CSLC reaffirms its commitment to an informed and open process in which all people are
treated equitably and with dignity, and in which its decisions are tempered by
environmental justice considerations. As part of its environmental justice policy, the
CSLC pledges to continue and enhance its processes, decisions, and programs with
environmental justice as an essential consideration by:

e |dentifying relevant populations that might be adversely affected by CSLC
programs or by projects submitted by outside parties for its consideration.

e Seeking out community groups and leaders to encourage communication and
collaboration with the CSLC and its staff.

e Distributing public information as broadly as possible and in multiple languages,
as needed, to encourage participation in the CSLC’s public processes.

e Incorporating consultations with affected community groups and leaders while
preparing environmental analyses of projects submitted to the CSLC for its
consideration.

e Ensuring that public documents and notices relating to human health or
environmental issues are concise, understandable, and readily accessible to the
public, in multiple languages, as needed.

e Holding public meetings, public hearings, and public workshops at times and in
locations that encourage meaningful public involvement by members of the
affected communities.

e Educating present and future generations in all walks of life about public access
to lands and resources managed by the CSLC.

e Ensuring that a range of reasonable alternatives is identified when siting facilities
that may adversely affect relevant populations and identifying, for the CSLC’s
consideration, those that would minimize or eliminate environmental impacts
affecting such populations.
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Other Major Areas of Concern

e Working in conjunction with federal, state, regional, and local agencies to ensure
consideration of disproportionate impacts on relevant populations, by instant or
cumulative environmental pollution or degradation.

e Fostering research and data collection to better define cumulative sources of
pollution, exposures, risks, and impacts.

e Providing appropriate training on environmental justice issues to staff and the
CSLC so that recognition and consideration of such issues are incorporated into
its daily activities.

e Reporting periodically to the CSLC on how environmental justice is a part of the
programs, processes, and activities conducted by the CSLC and by proposing
modifications as necessary.

4.1.1 Methodology

The CSLC does not specify a methodology for conducting programmatic-level analysis
of environmental justice issues. This analysis focuses primarily on whether the Project’s
impacts may affect areas of high minority populations and/or low-income communities
disproportionately and thus would create an adverse environmental justice effect. For
the purpose of the environmental analysis, the Project’s inconsistency with the CSLC’s
environmental justice policy would occur if the Project would:

e Have the potential to disproportionately affect minority and/or low-income
populations adversely; or

e Result in a substantial, disproportionate decrease in employment and economic
base of minority and/or low-income populations residing in immediately adjacent
communities.

4.1.2 Project Analysis

The Project’s limited impact on the human environment is established in various
sections of this document, including Sections 3.1, Aesthetics; 3.3, Air Quality; 3.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 3.9, Hydrology
and Water Resources; 3.12, Noise; 3.15, Recreation; and 3.16, Traffic/Transportation.
The Project would be located in Suisun Marsh and Honker Bay, adjacent to open space
and approximately 3.5 miles from the closest residents. Project construction activities
would be limited to a 3-month period, and the only potential effects to local residents,
which include noise, hazardous materials, and air quality would be less than significant.
The Project would have minor positive employment impacts, with approximately 60 new
workers from the local workforce distributed between the North and South Work Areas
over a 3-month construction period. Therefore, the Project would not adversely affect
any populations, including minority or low-income populations.
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5.0 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) is the lead agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
Project. In conjunction with approval of this Project, the CSLC adopts this Mitigation
Monitoring Program (MMP) for implementation of mitigation measures (MMs) for the
Project to comply with Public Resources Code section 21081.6, subdivision (a) and State
CEQA Guidelines sections 15091, subdivision (d) and 15097.

The Project authorizes Chevron Pipe Line Company (Applicant) to replace an
approximately 1.2-mile segment of the Bay Area Products Line pipeline that runs from
Pittsburg to Sacramento through Mallard Farms using horizontal directional drilling.

5.1 PURPOSE

It is important that significant impacts from the Project are mitigated to the maximum
extent feasible. The purpose of a MMP is to ensure compliance and implementation of
MMs; this MMP shall be used as a working guide for implementation, monitoring, and
reporting for the Project’'s MMs.

5.2 ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE

The CSLC is responsible for enforcing this MMP. The Project Applicant is responsible for
the successful implementation of and compliance with the MMs identified in this MMP.
This includes all field personnel and contractors working for the Applicant.

5.3 MONITORING

The CSLC staff may delegate duties and responsibilities for monitoring to other
environmental monitors or consultants as necessary. Some monitoring responsibilities
may be assumed by other agencies, such as affected jurisdictions, cities, and/or the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The CSLC and/or its designee shall ensure
that qualified environmental monitors are assigned to the Project.

Environmental Monitors. To ensure implementation and success of the MMs, an
environmental monitor must be on-site during all Project activities that have the potential
to create significant environmental impacts or impacts for which mitigation is required.
Along with the CSLC staff, the environmental monitor(s) are responsible for:

e Ensuring that the Applicant has obtained all applicable agency reviews and
approvals;

e Coordinating with the Applicant to integrate the mitigation monitoring procedures
during Project implementation; and
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Mitigation Monitoring Program

e Ensuring that the MMP is followed.

The environmental monitor shall immediately report any deviation from the procedures
identified in this MMP to the CSLC staff or its designee. The CSLC staff or its designee
shall approve any deviation and its correction.

Workforce Personnel. Implementation of the MMP requires the full cooperation of
Project personnel and supervisors. Many of the MMs require action from site
supervisors and their crews. The following actions shall be taken to ensure successful
implementation.

e Relevant mitigation procedures shall be written into contracts between the
Applicant and any contractors.

General Reporting Procedures. A monitoring record form shall be submitted to the
Applicant, and once the Project is complete, a compilation of all the logs shall be
submitted to the CSLC staff. The CSLC staff or its designated environmental monitor
shall develop a checklist to track all procedures required for each MM and shall ensure
that the timing specified for the procedures is followed. The environmental monitor shall
note any issues that may occur and take appropriate action to resolve them.

Public Access to Records. Records and reports are open to the public and would be
provided upon request.

5.4 MITIGATION MONITORING TABLE

This section presents the mitigation monitoring table (Table 5-1) for the following
environmental disciplines: Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Land Use and
Planning. All other environmental disciplines were found to have less than significant or
no impacts and are, therefore, not included below. The table lists the following
information by column:

e Potential Impact;

e Mitigation Measure (full text of the measure);

e Location (where impact occurs and MM should be applied);

¢ Monitoring/Reporting Action (action to be taken by monitor or Lead Agency);
e Timing (before, during, or after construction; during operation, etc.);

e Responsible Party; and

o Effectiveness Criteria (how the agency can know if the measure is effective).
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Mitigation Monitoring Program

Table 5-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program
: Monitoring/ . .
P iEmilEl Mitigation Measure (MM) Location Reporting Timing Slzepans bz Effect_lve_ness
Impact ; Party Criteria
Action
Create anew |MM AES-1: Night-Lighting Spillage Minimization. North and | Observe Throughout |Applicant and | Off-site light
source of Night-lighting required during pipe pullback activity shall | South Work | nighttime construction |CSLC spillage
substantial be shielded and directed downward toward the work area | Areas lighting minimized
light or glare |to minimize light trespass to adjacent areas. positioning for
compliance
Special- MM BIO-1: Environmental Awareness Training. N/A Document Prior to Applicant and | Educate
status Chevron Pipe Line Company (CPL) shall ensure that all training construction |CSLC workers on the
species and |construction personnel receive mandatory environmental potential for
habitat awareness training. The training shall be provided by a special-status
gualified biologist, approved by California State Lands species and
Commission (CSLC) staff, prior to start of construction their habitats,
activities, and as new personnel are added to the Project. explain the
The environmental awareness training shall familiarize regulatory
workers with the special-status species and their habitats, requirements to
explain the regulatory requirements to protect special- protect special-
status species, and describe measures that must be status species,
implemented to avoid and minimize impacts (including and describe
observing posted speed limits and maintaining a 15-mile- measures that
per-hour limit on unpaved roads). The training materials must be
shall be developed and submitted to CSLC staff for implemented to
approval at least 3 weeks prior to start of Project avoid and
activities. CPL shall identify a representative as the minimize
person for any employee or contractor to contact if a impacts
special-status species is observed, and shall provide the
contact information for both this representative and the
qualified biologist to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and CSLC
staffs before construction commences. The qualified
biologist shall maintain a list of contractors who have
received training and shall submit a summary of the
awareness training to CSLC staff within 30 days after
construction begins and after construction is completed.
October 2016 5-3 Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
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Mitigation Monitoring Program

Table 5-1.

Mitigation Monitoring Program

Potential
Impact

Mitigation Measure (MM)

Location

Monitoring/
Reporting
Action

Timing

Responsible
Party

Effectiveness
Criteria

MM BIO-2: Biological Monitoring and Surveying.
Chevron Pipe Line Company (CPL) shall ensure that the
following surveys and/or monitoring activities are
conducted. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist, approved by California State Lands
Commission (CSLC) staff in consultation with California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), or National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) staffs.

e Pre-Construction Surveys: A pre-construction survey
shall be conducted within 15 days prior to the start of
construction at the North Work Area and staging
areas to ensure that no sensitive species are present.

¢ Plant Surveys: Rare plant surveys shall be conducted
during the appropriate blooming period. If any rare
plants are identified, they shall be flagged or fenced
for avoidance.

¢ Biological Monitoring during Construction: An
approved qualified biologist shall be on-site during all
ground-disturbance activities at the North Work Area.
The biologist shall survey the work area before the
start of ground breaking activities each day. The
biologist shall have the authority to stop activities in
the event that a special-status species is observed. In
the event that a special-status species is
encountered in the Project area during Project
activities, associated work activities at the location
shall be halted immediately and CPL shall contact the
appropriate agency (i.e., CDFW, USFWS, NMFS)
and CSLC staff to discuss ways to proceed with the
Project. Monitoring results shall be summarized in a
monthly report and provided to CSLC staff during
construction.

o Migratory Bird Monitoring and Protection Measures:

North Work
Area

Obtain
monitoring
results
summarized
in monthly
reports
provided to
CSLC staff
during
construction

Pre-
construction
and
throughout
construction

Applicant and
CsLC

Sensitive
species avoided
and/or protected
throughout
construction
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Mitigation Monitoring Program

Table 5-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program

Potential
Impact

Mitigation Measure (MM)

Location

Monitoring/
Reporting
Action

Timing

Responsible
Party

Effectiveness
Criteria

For work conducted within the migratory bird
breeding season (February 15 and August 31), the
approved qualified biologist shall complete nesting
bird surveys within 15 days prior to Project
implementation to determine if migratory birds
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
are nesting in the Project area. Nest surveys shall
follow standard biological survey methods, and shall
be tailored to detect specific species, with visits
planned at appropriate time frames/intervals to detect
nesting activity. If nests are found, the Project
biologist shall establish an appropriate buffer to be in
compliance with the MBTA. To prevent
encroachment, the established buffer(s) shall be
clearly marked for avoidance and shall remain in
effect until the young have fledged or the nest has
been abandoned, as confirmed by the Project
biologist.

If active nests are identified during construction within
50 feet of the North Work Area (or other distance
determined through consultation with the USFWS), a
biological monitor shall conduct regular (no less than
twice per week) surveys of each active nest to
monitor the behavior of the nesting bird for signs of
stress or potential nest failure. The nest survey must
be conducted during active construction, when
construction noise is present, and be of sufficient
duration to make an appropriate assessment (up to 1
hour). The biological monitor shall take care to not
cause nest disturbance during monitoring. Weekly
reports shall be prepared summarizing the results of
the monitoring, behaviors observed, and actions
taken, and shall be submitted to the USFWS. If
nesting birds are found to exhibit signs of stress or if
potential nest failure is suspected, CPL shall obtain
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Table 5-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program
: Monitoring/ . .
P iEmilEl Mitigation Measure (MM) Location Reporting Timing el Effect_lve_ness
Impact Action Party Criteria
authorization from the USFWS to have the nest either
relocated or removed by an approved professional. If
construction activities are believed to be a direct
cause of nest disturbance that may lead to nest
failure, construction activities shall be temporarily
halted and/or minimized until there is a resolution
through one of the means discussed above, until
fledging has occurred, or until resumption of
construction activities is approved through
consultation with the USFWS.
MM BIO-3: Wildlife Exclusion Fencing. The contractor |North Work |Retain At initiation | Applicant and | Wildlife
shall install salt marsh harvest mouse exclusion fencing |Area biological of CsLC excluded from
around the North Work Area under the supervision of the monitors’ construction Project area
biological monitor. Fencing shall be installed immediately records and |in May
when water levels in the pond allow access to the North documenta-
Work Area. Unidirectional escape routes shall be installed tion of any
in the fencing to allow any animals to escape the Project subsequent
area during construction activities if they are in the work maintenance
area. The biological monitor shall check the fence at activities
regular intervals to monitor proper installation and report
maintenance needs and check for the presence of
wildlife. Fence inspection intervals shall be based on the
planned construction activities, recent and forecasted
weather events, and the results of pre-construction
surveys and previous fence checks.
Temporary MM BIO-4: Migratory Bird Avoidance. Between North Work | Obtain February 1 |Applicant and | Migratory birds
habitat February 1 and February 15 (between the end of Area monitoring to 15 CsLC avoided
disturbance |waterfowl hunting season when the North Work Area results throughout
flooded and prior to the start of the migratory bird nesting summarized construction
season when flooding ceases), Chevron Pipe Line in monthly
Company (CPL) shall initiate ground disturbance reports
activities in the North Work Area. After a pre-activity provided to
survey (MM BIO-2), the contractor shall trim (using hand CSLC staff
tools) the existing vegetation within the work area (as during
needed to facilitate the placement of filter fabric) and a construction
Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 5-6 October 2016
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Mitigation Monitoring Program

Table 5-1.

Mitigation Monitoring Program

Potential
Impact

Mitigation Measure (MM)

Location

Monitoring/
Reporting
Action

Timing

Responsible
Party

Effectiveness
Criteria

50-foot buffer around the work area, overlay filter fabric,
and potentially install the first layer of base rock for the
North Work Area pad. This effort during the non-breeding
season, and immediately following the end of the flooding
period, shall make the North Work Area unattractive to
nesting birds during the nesting season (as well as salt
marsh harvest mice that may be moving into the area).
Bird deterrents (i.e., foil streamers, decoys, noise) shall
be installed in consultation with the resources agencies to
detract nesting birds from the Project area and the
surrounding area. CPL shall monitor the effectiveness of
the deterrents, make regular inspections of the North
Work Area, and make modifications to the deterrents as
necessary. At least 48 hours prior to installation of the
temporary borehole tracking system (e.g., wire coil), a
qualified biologist shall complete a nest survey within
terrestrial environments along the Horizontal Directional
Drilling alignment. Any observed nest will be marked and
identified in the field. During the installation of the surface
tracking system, a qualified biologist shall accompany the
construction personnel to ensure identified nests are
avoided along the walking path and placement of the
wire. Any nest markings shall be removed by the qualified
biologist during the removal of the wire coil tracking
system. Monitoring results shall be summarized in a
memorandum and provided to California State Lands
Commission staff during construction.

MM BIO-5: North Work Area Vegetation Impact
Minimization Plan. At least 2 weeks prior to the start of
construction, Chevron Pipe Line Company shall submit to
California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff for
approval, and shall subsequently implement, a North
Work Area Vegetation Impact Minimization Plan. The
Plan shall include at least the following elements.

e The North Work Area shall not be graded for

North Work
Area

Implement
approved
Plan

Throughout
construction

Applicant and
CsLC

Impacts to
vegetation at the
North Work
Area are
minimized
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Table 5-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program
. Monitoring/ : .
P iEmilEl Mitigation Measure (MM) Location Reporting Timing el Effect_lve_ness
Impact ; Party Criteria
Action
construction of the pad.
¢ In order to preserve the roots and seedbank of plant
species, vegetation shall be trimmed with hand tools
to just above ground level in the work area (as
needed) as well as in a 50-foot buffer, leaving
rootstock in place. The trimmed material shall be left
in place on the ground or stockpiled to be replaced
after removal of the pad materials at the end of
construction. Per MM BIO-2, pre-construction
surveys and biological monitoring shall be conducted
during vegetation trimming.
o Vegetation shall only be excavated in the drill entry
and tie-in pit (maximum size 10 feet by 12 feet by 6
feet). Vegetation and soil from the excavated pit shall
be salvaged and stockpiled separately to be replaced
during site restoration.
MM BIO-6: Revegetation and Monitoring Plan. North Work | Annual Throughout |Applicant and | Impacts to
Following completion of Project construction, Chevron Area reports and a |construction | CSLC with vegetation at the
Pipe Line Company (CPL) shall restore the area to pre- final with input from, North Work
Project conditions in accordance with a Revegetation and monitoring monitoring |the San Area are
Monitoring Plan. At least 2 weeks prior to conclusion of report by occurring Francisco minimized and
construction, CPL shall submit the Plan to California December 31 [annually for |Bay Conser- |pre-construction
State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff for approval. The of each the first 3 to |vation and condition
Plan shall include details for site preparation and monitoring 5 years Development |restored to
revegetation methods, monitoring, performance criteria, year (until following Commission, |agreed upon
and reporting. These elements are subject to modification monitoring revegetation | California end-points
through consultation with natural resource agencies. obligations (expected to | Department
e Site Preparation and Revegetation: All equipment, are complete) |be 2018to |of Fish and
geotextile mats, rock fill, and filter fabric shall be or as 2022) with a | Wildlife,
removed. Any stockpiled native vegetation trimmings determined in | provision Regional
(that were trimmed at the beginning of construction) coordination | that Water Quality
shall be reapplied over temporarily disturbed with the cessation of |Control
wetlands to provide temporary soil protection and as natural monitoring | Board, U.S.
a seed source. The drill pit shall be backfilled with the resource may be Army Corps
Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 5-8 October 2016
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Mitigation Monitoring Program

Potential
Impact

Mitigation Measure (MM)

Location

Monitoring/
Reporting
Action

Timing

Responsible
Party

Effectiveness
Criteria

stockpiled material originally excavated from the pit.
Subsoil shall be replaced in the pit and compacted
with machinery. After proper backfilling of the subsoil,
the upper 6 inches of topsoil shall be replaced and
spread evenly over the pit. Topsoil shall not be mixed
with subsoil or used to fill the pit. The contractor shall
also apply appropriate erosion control treatment as
needed to any disturbed ground prior to the end of
the construction season.

Monitoring: After construction, a qualified biologist
shall monitor the hydrologic conditions and the
vegetation cover and composition. Monitoring shall
occur annually for the first 3 to 5 years following
revegetation (expected to be 2018 to 2022) with a
provision that cessation of monitoring may be
requested by CPL if performance criteria for year 5 is
met earlier. Restored areas shall be monitored to
achieve end-points as agreed upon with the
agencies.

Performance Criteria: Revegetation of wetlands shall
be deemed successful if total plant cover is greater
than 70 percent of adjacent undisturbed areas, at
least 1-3 dominant species are presented, and there
is no increasing trend in invasive, non-native species
relative to the adjacent undisturbed areas.
Performance criteria may be revised at the request
and in consultation with natural resource agencies.
Reporting: Annual reports and a final monitoring
report shall be submitted to the CSLC staff by
December 31 of each monitoring year (until CSLC
monitoring obligations are complete) or as
determined in coordination with natural resources
agencies. At their request, copies shall also be
provided to San Francisco Bay Conservation and

agencies

requested
by CPL if
performance
criteria for
year 5 is
met earlier

of Engineers,
and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife

Service staffs

October 2016
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Table 5-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program
. Monitoring/ : .
P iEmilEl Mitigation Measure (MM) Location Reporting Timing el Effect_lve_ness
Impact ; Party Criteria
Action
Development Commission, California Department of
Fish and Wildlife, Regional Water Quality Control
Board, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service staffs.
MM BIO-7: Emergent Wetland Vegetation Avoidance. |Pipeline Retain During Applicant and | Emergent
Installation of the temporary borehole tracking system alignment | biological installation |CSLC wetland
(e.g., wire coils) shall be conducted from vessels in open monitors’ and de- vegetation
water areas in a manner that avoids driving over or memorandum | mobilization avoided and/or
through emergent wetland vegetation. The biological including of the impacts
monitor shall provide recommendations for personnel records and borehole minimized
access for the installation and alignment of the tracking documenta- |tracking
system around emergent wetland vegetation in a manner tion of system
that reduces or minimizes impacts on emergent wetland avoidance
vegetation. A biological monitor may be present on the and
vessel or onshore during the installation of the wire coil to minimization
point out and document avoidance of the emergent of impacts
wetland vegetation. A biological monitor may be present
on the vessel or onshore during the installation of the
wire coil to point out and document avoidance of the
emergent wetland vegetation. Monitoring results shall be
summarized in a memorandum and provided to California
State Lands Commission staff during construction.
Night-lighting | Implement the following measure (see below):
MM AES-1: Night-lighting Spillage Minimization
Turbidity and | MM BIO-8: Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization. | South Work | On-site Throughout |Applicant and | Turbidity and
sedimenta- Sediment suspension shall be minimized when removing |Area monitor to construction |CSLC sedimentation
tion piles. Measures to accomplish this shall include, but are verify minimized
not limited to, the following:
e When practicable, piles shall be removed with a
vibratory hammer.
o Piles shall be removed slowly to allow sediment to
slough off at, or near, the mudline.
e Excess mud that may cling to the extracted piles shall
not be washed into the bay.
Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 5-10 October 2016
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Table 5-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program
. Monitoring/ : .
P iEmilEl Mitigation Measure (MM) Location Reporting Timing el Effect_lve_ness
Impact : Party Criteria
Action
o Removed piles shall be placed on a barge equipped
with a basin to contain attached sediment and runoff
water after removal.
Also implement the following measure (see below):
MM HWQ-1: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
Accidental Implement the following measure (see below):
spills MM HWQ-1: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
Underwater |MM BIO-9: Pile Driving Soft-Start Technique. A soft South Work | On-site During Applicant and | Soft-start alerts
noise start for vibratory drivers requires contractors to initiate Area monitor to construction |CSLC wildlife of pile
the driver at a reduced energy for 15 seconds followed by verify of temporary driving
a 30-second waiting period; this procedure is then trestle operations prior
repeated two additional times. A soft start for impact to full
drivers requires contractors to provide an initial set of implementation
strikes at a reduced energy followed by a 30-second
waiting period; this procedure is then repeated two
additional times. A soft start shall be implemented before
pile driving begins each day and any time following the
cessation of pile driving for 30 minutes or longer.
Riparian Implement the following measures (see above and below):
habitat/other | MM BIO-5: North Work Area Vegetation Impact Minimization Plan
sensitive MM HWQ-1: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
natural
communities
Wetlands and | Implement the following measure (see above):
other waters | MM BIO-7: Emergent Wetland Vegetation Avoidance
Conflict with | Implement the following measures (see above):
local policies |MM BIO-1: Environmental Awareness Training
or plang MM BIO-2: Biological Monitoring and Surveying
protecting MM BIO-3: Wildlife Exclusion Fencing
biological MM BIO-4: Migratory Bird Avoidance
resources MM BIO-5: North Work Area Vegetation Impact Minimization Plan
MM BIO-6: Revegetation and Monitoring Plan
MM BIO-7: Emergent Wetland Vegetation Avoidance
October 2016 5-11 Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
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Table 5-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program
. Monitoring/ : .
P iEmilEl Mitigation Measure (MM) Location Reporting Timing el Effect_lve_ness
Impact ; Party Criteria
Action
MM BIO-8: Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization
MM BIO-9: Pile Driving Soft-Start Technique
Conflict with |Implement the following measures (see above):
an adopted | MM BIO-1: Environmental Awareness Training
or approvc_ad MM BIO-2: Biological Monitoring and Surveying
conservation | vmMm B10-3: Wildlife Exclusion Fencing
plan MM BIO-4: Migratory Bird Avoidance
MM BIO-5: North Work Area Vegetation Impact Minimization Plan
MM BI0O-6: Revegetation and Monitoring Plan
MM BIO-7: Emergent Wetland Vegetation Avoidance
MM BIO-8: Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization
MM BIO-9: Pile Driving Soft-Start Technigue
Cultural Resources
Disturbance |MM CUL-1: Discovery of Previously Unknown North Work | Inform Project | Throughout |Applicant and | Any
of historical |Cultural Resources. In the event that potentially Area contractors of |construction |CSLC unanticipated
resources significant archaeological or tribal cultural resources are archaeo- cultural resource
discovered any time during construction, all earth- logical finds are
disturbing work within 100 feet of the discovery shall be resource avoided until
temporarily suspended or redirected until a professional notification evaluated and
archaeologist and a culturally affiliated tribal monitor, procedure mitigated
have evaluated the nature and significance of the
discovery. In the event that a potentially significant Document any
archaeological or tribal cultural resource is discovered, reported finds
Chevron Pipe Line Company, the California State Lands including
Commission (CSLC), and any local, state, or federal retention of
agency with approval or permitting authority over the any
Project that has requested/required such notification shall associated
be notified within 48 hours. Impacts to previously archaeo-
unknown significant archaeological or tribal cultural logical reports
resources shall be avoided through preservation in place
if feasible. Damaging effects to tribal cultural resources
shall be avoided or minimized following the measures
identified in Public Resources Code section 21084.3,
Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 5-12 October 2016
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Effectiveness
Criteria

subdivision (b), if feasible, unless other measures are
mutually agreed to by the lead archaeologist and
culturally affiliated tribal monitor that would be as or more
effective. A treatment plan developed by the
archaeologist and, for tribal cultural resources, the
culturally affiliated tribal monitor, shall be submitted to
CSLC staff for review and approval. If the lead
archaeologist and the culturally affiliated tribal monitor
believe that damaging effects to tribal cultural resources
will be avoided or minimized, then work in the area may
resume.

Disturbance
of archaeo-
logical
resources

Implement the following measure (see above):

MM CUL-1: Discovery of Previously Unknown Cultural Resources

Disturbance
of paleonto-
logical
resources

MM CUL-2: Discovery of Previously Unknown
Paleontological Resources. In the event that potentially
significant paleontological resources are discovered
during Project construction: (1) Chevron Pipe Line
Company (CPL) shall immmediately redirect or temporarily
suspend all earth-disturbing work within 100 feet of the
discovery until a professional paleontologist, approved by
California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff, has
evaluated the nature and significance of the discovery;
and (2) CPL shall immediately notify (within 48 hours)
CSLC staff and any local, state, or federal agency with
approval or permitting authority over the Project that has
requested/required such notification. A treatment plan
developed by the paleontologist shall be submitted to
CSLC staff for review and approval. If the lead
paleontologist believes that damaging effects to
paleontological resources will be avoided or minimized,
then work in the area may resume.

North Work
Area

Retain
paleontologist
and resulting
report

Throughout
construction

Applicant and
CsLC

Paleontological
resources are
avoided or
appropriately
mitigated (e.qg.,
collected and
curated)

October 2016
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Release of
hazardous
materials into
the
environment

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement

Project MND

descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native
American Heritage Commission. Chevron Pipe Line
Company and California State Lands Commission staff
shall be notified immediately within 24 hours of the
discovery.

Table 5-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program
: Monitoring/ . .
P iEmilEl Mitigation Measure (MM) Location Reporting Timing el Effect_lve_ness
Impact Action Party Criteria
Disturbance |MM CUL-3: Unanticipated Discovery of Human North Work | Retain record | Throughout |Applicant and | Any human
of human Remains. If human remains are unearthed, State Health |Area of any finds construction |CSLC remains
remains and Safety Code section 7050.5 requires that no further that are encountered on
disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has investigated the Project site
made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition as possible are
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 5097.98. If human appropriately
the remains are determined to be of Native American remains managed

Hazards and Hazardous Materiagls ...

MM HAZ-1: QOil Spill Response Plan (OSRP). Northand |OSRP and At least 30 | Applicant and | Avoid or reduce
Chevron Pipe Line Company shall submit a Project- South Work | daily days prior to |CSLC potential
specific OSRP to California State Lands Commission Areas compliance commence- impacts to water
staff 30 days prior to start of Project activities for review ment of or soil
and approval. At a minimum, the Project-specific OSRP Project
shall: activities
o Clearly identify the responsibilities of onshore and and
offshore contractors prior to and during an throughout
unanticipated release of oil or other hydrocarbon; construction
¢ List and identify the location(s) of oil spill response
equipment (including booms) onshore and offshore
onboard Project vessels;
e List response times for deployment;
o Require that petroleum-fueled equipment on the main
deck of all vessels have drip pans or other means of
collecting dripped petroleum, which shall be collected
and treated with onboard equipment;
e Require the primary work vessel to carry on board a
minimum 400 feet of sorbent boom, five bales of
sorbent pads at least 18-inch by 18-inch square, and
small powered boat for rapid deployment to contain
5-14 October 2016
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Table 5-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program
. Monitoring/ : .
P iEmilEl Mitigation Measure (MM) Location Reporting Timing el Effect_lve_ness
Impact ; Party Criteria
Action
and clean up any small spill or sheen on the water
surface;
e Ensure that contracts with off-site spill response
companies are in place prior to start of Project
activities; and
¢ Provide for additional containment and clean-up
resources as needed.
MM HAZ-2: Pipeline Cleaning and Containment. Prior |North and |On-site Prior to tie-in | Applicant and | An accidental
to cutting and tie-in activities, the existing pipeline shall South Work | monitor to activities CSLC release of
be pigged and flushed to remove residual petroleum Areas verify hazardous
products. This work would begin at a valve location in material is
Pittsburg and continue to another valve location near avoided or
Highway 113 or at Birds Landing. The water and cleaning responded to
agent used to flush the pipe shall be recovered at the appropriately
valve location near Highway 113 or at Birds Landings and
disposed of at an appropriate facility. Although the line
will be cleaned prior to cutting for the tie-in, secondary
containment shall be set up at the North and South Work
Areas as a precaution to prevent the accidental release
of any material that may still remain inside the pipeline.
MM HAZ-3: Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan. At |[North and |Retain At least 30 | Applicant and | Inadvertent
least 30 days before Project implementation, Chevron South Work |geotechnical |days priorto |CSLC returns
Pipe Line Company shall submit to California State Lands | Areas engineer Project prevented or
Commission staff for review and approval, and shall and/or implementa- responded to
subsequently implement in the event of an inadvertent qualified tion and appropriately
return, a Final Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan for geologist throughout
Horizontal Directional Drilling. The Inadvertent Return documentatio |horizontal
Contingency Plan shall ensure that preventive and n of design directional
responsive measures can be implemented by the and drilling drilling
contractor and shall include: recommendati
o Design protocols to be implemented for the protection ons
of sensitive cultural and biological resources;
o Design protocols to require a geotechnical engineer
or qualified geologist to make recommendations
October 2016 5-15 Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
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Table 5-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program
. Monitoring/ : .
P iEmilEl Mitigation Measure (MM) Location Reporting Timing el Effect_lve_ness
Impact Action Party Criteria
regarding the suitability of the formations to be bored
to minimize the potential for inadvertent return
conditions.
MM HAZ-4: Asbestos Handling Procedures. North and | Confirm During tie-in | Applicant and | Asbestos-
Construction personnel shall be informed of the potential | South Work | certified activities CsLC containing
presence of asbestos-containing material (ACM) at the Areas asbestos material
construction site prior to their assignment. After exposing contractor appropriately
the existing pipeline and prior to start of cutting and tie-in handled to avoid
activities, a certified asbestos inspector/ consultant shall Conduct site health impacts
test whether the coating consists of ACM greater than 1 inspections to
percent by weight. If testing reveals the coating contains ensure
ACM less than 1 percent by weight, the pipe segment certified
shall be treated as normal construction waste and no personnel are
additional measures are required. If testing reveals the conducting
coating contains ACM greater than 1 percent by weight, work
the materials shall be abated by a certified asbestos
abatement contractor in accordance with the regulations
and notification requirements of the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District, and in accordance with applicable
worker safety regulations. All ACM removed from the pipe
segment shall be labeled, transported, and disposed of at
a verified and approved ACM disposal facility.
Hydrology and Water Quality
Potential MM HWQ-1: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan North and | On-site Throughout |Applicant and | Runoff pollutant
degradation |(SWPPP). A SWPPP consistent with the Statewide South Work | monitor to construction |CSLC releases and
of water National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Areas verify spills avoided or
quality Construction General Permit (Order No. 2012-0006- responded to
DWQ) shall be developed and implemented. The SWPPP appropriately
shall detail the construction-phase erosion and sediment
control best management practices (BMPs) and the
housekeeping measures for control of contaminants other
than sediment. Erosion control BMPs shall include source
control measures such as wetting of dry and dusty
surfaces to prevent fugitive dust emissions, preservation
Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement 5-16 October 2016
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Party

Effectiveness
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of existing vegetation, and effective soil cover (e.g.,
geotextiles, straw much, hydroseeding) for inactive areas
and finished slopes to prevent sediments from being
dislodged by wind, rain, or flowing water. Sediment
control BMPs shall include measures such as installation
of fiber rolls and sediment basins to capture and remove
particles that have already been dislodged. The SWPPP
shall establish good housekeeping measures such as
construction vehicle storage and maintenance, handling
procedures for hazardous materials, and waste
management BMPs, which shall include procedural and
structural measures to prevent the release of wastes and
materials used at the site. The SWPPP shall also detalil
spill prevention and control measures to identify the
proper storage and handling techniques of fuels and
lubricants, and the procedures to follow in the event of a
spill.

MM HWQ-2: Hydrostatic Test Water Disposal. Once
hydrostatic testing is complete, the water shall be
transferred to water storage tanks, tested, and
discharged or disposed of as follows:

o If results from testing allow, the water shall either be
discharged to surrounding waters in accordance with
the requirements of the Statewide Construction
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges
Associated with Construction Activity or discharged to
land in accordance with the State Water Resources
Control Board’s Statewide National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System General Permit (Order
2003-0003-DWQ) for below-threat water quality
discharges to land.

o If a permit cannot be obtained, or if testing indicates
the water contains contaminants in excess of
permitted levels, the water shall be hauled off site for

North and
South Work
Areas

On-site
monitor to
verify

Before and
after
pipeline
installation

Applicant and
CsSLC

Discharge of
hydrostatic
testing water to
land or water
avoided and
disposed of
appropriately

October 2016
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disposal at a permitted commercial disposal facility.

Also implement the following measure (see above):
MM BIO-8: Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization

Land Use and Planning

Conflict with
any
applicable
land use
plan, policy,
or regulation

Implement the following measures (see above):
MM BIO-1: Environmental Awareness Training
MM BIO-2: Biological Monitoring and Surveying
MM BI10-3: Wildlife Exclusion Fencing

MM BI10O-4: Migratory Bird Avoidance

MM BIO-5:
MM BI0O-6: Revegetation and Monitoring Plan

MM BIO-7: Emergent Wetland Vegetation Avoidance
MM BI10O-8: Turbidity and Sedimentation Minimization
MM BIO-9: Pile Driving Soft-Start Technigue

North Work Area Vegetation Impact Minimization Plan

Mallard Farms Pipeline Replacement
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6.0 MND PREPARATION SOURCES AND REFERENCES

This Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) was prepared by the staff of the California
State Lands Commission’s (CSLC) Division of Environmental Planning and Management
(DEPM), with the assistance of AECOM. The analysis in the MND is based on
information identified, acquired, reviewed, and synthesized based on DEPM guidance
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and recommendations.

6.1 CSLC STAFF

Project Manager: Kelly Keen, Environmental Scientist, DEPM
Other: Mary Griggs, Deputy Project Manager, DEPM
Eric Gillies, Assistant Chief, DEPM
Cy R. Oggins, Chief, DEPM

6.2 SECTION AUTHORS AND/OR REVIEWERS

Name and Title

| MND Section(s)

AECOM

William Martin, Project Manager All
David Fee, Senior Planner All
Lindsay Lane, Environmental Planner All

David Joe, Air Quality Engineer

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Justin Whitfield, Senior Biologist

Biological Resources

Annamarie Guerrero, Archaeologist

Cultural Resources

Emma Rawnsley, Environmental Planner

Geology and Soils, Land Use and Planning,
Mineral Resources, Recreation

Anne Connell, Senior Civil Engineer

Hydrology and Water Quality

Mohammad Issa Mahmodi, Traffic and Noise
analyst

Noise

MAUREEN WRUCK PLANNING CONSULTANTS LLC

Maureen Wruck, Senior Planner

All
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